
Consultation and coordination has been an  important part 
of this planning effort since its beginning in 1984. Public 
meetings, informational mailings and individual contacts 
with other governmental agencies, Native American 
tribes, interest groups and the general public were used to 
gather comments for this RMP. This information helped
identify the issues, criteria, and alternatives discussed in 
this document. Coordination and consultation continued 
through the review of the draft Resource Management 
Plan/Environmental Impact Statement (RMP/EIS) and 
preparation of the final RMP/EIS. 

Public meetings to gather public opinion were held a t  the 
alternative development stage and again after the draft 
RMP/EIS was published. The following public meetings 
(including location, date and the number of public attend- 
ing) were held during the alternative development process: 
Great Falls (9/29/86-6); Shelby (9/30/86-19); Chester 
(10/1/86-6); Lewistown (10/1/86-5); Havre (10/2/86-17); 
Fort Benton (10/7/86-10); Malta (10/8/86-3); and Winifred 
(10/9/86-3). The following public meetings (including loca- 
tion, date and the number of public attending) were held to 
gather comments on the draft document: Havre (7113187- 
11); Great Falls (7/14/87-6); Shelby (7/15/87-15); Chester, 
(7/16/87-11); Lewistown (7/20/87-12); and Fort Benton 
(7/21/87-4). 

Those aspects of public land management that received 
little comment, or were subject to administrative or legal 
constraints, were eliminated as potential planning issues, 
thus streamlining the process. 

The Bureau of Land Management (BLM) coordinated and 
consulted with federal, state, and local agencies once the 
tentative alternatives were completed to identify conflict- 
ing management objectives and potential impacts to adja- 
cent land managing agencies. 

Consultation under Section 7 of the Endangered Species 
Act has been completed with U S .  Fish and Wildlife Service 
(USFWS). The final RMP/EIS contains the Biological 
Assessment and USFWS Biological Opinion (see Appen- 
dix 4.2) on the impacts from the RMPIEIS to threatened 
and endangered species. 

PUBLIC INV LVEMENT 
A Notice of Intent, formally announcing the beginning of 
the planning process, was published in the Federal Regis- 
ter in December, 1983. The public has been informed of and 
involved in the planning process through Federal Register 
notices, news releases, direct mailings, and public meet- 
ings. 

These releases ranged in subject matter from general 
announcements at the beginning of the planning process 
to dates and places of specific public meetings and requests 
for public comments. Public participation activities are 
listed chronologically in Table 5.1. Complete records of 
public comments and involvement are on file in the Lewis-
town District Office. 
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TABLE 5.1 
PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT 

Date  Action 

December 1983 , Notice of Intent to prepare an RMP/EIS for the West HiLine was published in the 
Federal Register. 

June 1984 Issue brochure was sent to 596 agencies, organizations and individuals. 

July 1984 Public meetings to identify issues were held in Havre and Great Falls, Montana. 

June 1985 Federal Register Notice requesting coal or other resource information. 

March 1986 Press release to local media identifying the availability of the District Manager’s 
concept and planning criteria. 

August 1986 Press release to local media identifying expansion of planning boundaries and 
alternatives. 

September 1986 Federal Register Notice filed, supplementing Notice of Intent to expand planning area 
(now includes entire UMNWSR corridor and associated public lands). 

Letters (1500) sent to those on mailing list requesting comments on alternative 
brochure and the recently added river management issue. Letters also informed public 
of upcoming public meetings. 

Press release to local media identifying the availability of alternative brochures and 
upcoming public meetings. 

September/October 1986 Public meetings held in eight west HiLine communities to gather information on 
alternative development. 

October 1986 Briefings held for Rocky Boy and Blackfeet tribes and Governor’s Office. 

May 1987 Press release to local media identifying the availability of the draft RMP/EIS. 

Federal Register Notice of Availability. 

June 1987 Press release to local media identifying the availability of the draft RMP/EIS and 
upcoming public meetings. 

Federal Register, EPA Notice of Receipt, beginning the 90 day review period. 

July 1987 Public Meetings. 

September 1987 Public comment period on the draft RMP/EIS closed. 

1 
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CONSISTENCY 
The BLM’s planning regulations require that resource 
management plans be “consistent with officially approved 
or adopted resource related plans of other federal agencies, 
state, and local governments, and Indian tribes, so long as  
the guidance and resource management plans are also 
consistent with the purposes, policies, and programs of 
federal law, and regulations applicable to public lands...”. 
(43 CFR 1610.3~).  

All federal, state, local agencies and tribal councils were 
requested to review the draft RMP/EIS document for 
inconsistencies with their plans and inform the BLM of 
any inconsistencies. The Governor of  Montana will com-
plete his consistency review by the close of the protest 
period. 

ISTRIBUTION LIST 
BLM requested comments from interest groups and indi- 
viduals; from federal, state, and local agencies and Native 
Americans. The following is a partial list of organizations 
and agencies that received this document. 

Uhunty Commissioners and Boards of 
Planning 
Blaine County Commissioners 
Chouteau County Commissioners 
Fergus County Commissioners 
Glacier County Commissioners 
Hill County Commissioners 
Liberty County Commissioners 
Phillips County Commissioners 
Toole County Commissioners 

Montana Chamber of Commerce 
Fort Benton Chamber of Commerce 
Havre Chamber of Commerce 
Malta Chamber of Commerce 
Lewistown Chamber of Commerce 

Blaine County Conservation District 
Chouteau County Conservation District 
Glacier County Conservation District 
Hill County Conservation District 
Liberty County Conservation District 
Toole County Conservation District 

state 
Honorable Ted Schwinden 
Department of Health and Environmental Sciences 
Dept. of Community Affairs 
Dept. of Natural Resources and Conservation 
Department of State Lands 
Department of Natural Resources 
Department of Fish, Wildlife & Parks 
State Historic Preservation Office 
State Planning Coordination Office 

Chapter Five 

Congressional 
Honorable Max Baucus 
Honorable Ron Marlenee 
Honorable John Melcher 
Honorable Morris K. Udal1 Committee on Interior and 

Insular Affairs 
Honorable Pat Williams 
Honorable James A. McClure Committee on Commerce & 

Natural Resources 

Federal Agencies 
Advisory Council on Historic Preservation 
Bonneville Power Administration 
Bureau of Indian Affairs 

Fort Belknap Tribal Council 
Blackfeet Tribal Council 
Rocky Boy Tribal Council 
Fort Peck Tribal Council 
Nez Perce Tribal Council 
Salish and Kootenai Tribal Council 

Bureau of Mines 
Bureau of Reclamation 
CMR National Wildlife Refuge 
Department of Army Corps of Engineers 
Department of Energy (Western Area Power 

Administration) 
Department of Transportation 
Environmental Quality Council 
Federal Aviation Administration 
Federal Highway Administration 
Federal Housing Administration 
National Park Service 
Soil Conservation Service 
United States Department of the Interior 

Missouri River Basin Commission 
Field Solicitors Office 

US Environmental Protection Agency 
US Army Corps of Engineers 
US Dept. of Commerce 
US Fish & Wildlife Service 
US Forest Service 
North Central Forest Experiment Station 
US Geological Survey 

Special Interest Groups 
American Fisheries Society 
American Horse Protection Assoc. 
American Mining Congress 
American Canoe Assoc. 
American River Recreation Assoc. 
American Rivers Conservation Council 
Billings Rod & Gun Club 
Blood Indian Tribal Council, Alberta, Canada 
Defenders of Wildlife 
Fergus County Livestock Association 
Fishing & Floating Outfitters Association of Montana 
High Country News 
Humane Society of the US 
Independent Petroleum Assoc. of Mtn. States 
Intermountain Forest Industry Association 
International Society for the Protection of Mustangs

and Burros 
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Izaak Walton League of America 
Lewistown Rod & Gun Club 
Laurel Rod & Gun Club 
Lehmann and Associates 
Missouri River Canoe Rental 
Missouri Basin Inter. Ag. Comm. 
Missouri River Outfitters 
Mitchell Grazing Association 
Montana Association of State Grazing Districts 
Montana Automobile Assoc. 
Montana Coal Council 
Montana Council of Cooperatives 
Montana Farm Bureau 
Montana Farmers Union 
Montana Geological Society 
Montana Historic Society 
Montana Petroleum Association 
Montana Public Lands Council 
Montana River Outfitters 
Montana Stockgrowers Association 
Montana Wilderness Association 
Montana Woolgrowers 
Montana Wildlife Federation 
National Audubon Society 
National Coal Assoc. 
National Council of Public Land Users 
National Wildlife Federation 
Natural Resource Defense Council, Inc. 
Nature Conservancy 
Nevada Outdoor Rec. Assoc., Inc. 
Northern Montana Oil & Gas Assoc. 
Northern Plains Resource Council 
Northwest Mining Assoc. 
Overthrust Foundation 
PA Coop Wildlife Research Unit 
Public Lands Institute 
Reserved Water Rights Compact Comm. 
Rocky Mountain Oil & Gas Association 
Sierra Club 
Signal Butte Grazing Assoc. 
Society for Range Management 
Square Butte Grazing Assoc. 
The Wilderness Society 
The Wildlife Society 
Trout Unlimited 
Western Environmental Trade Assoc. 
Western River Guides Assoc. 
WIFE 
Wilderness Institute 
Wild Horse Organized Assoc. 
Wild Horse Research Farm 
Yellowstone Valley Audubon Society 
Yellowstone Snowmobilers Assoc. 

Other Businesses and Organizations 
ABN Ranch Inc. 
AIR0 Drilling Corp. 
Amax Exploration 
American Colloid Co. 
American Petrofina Co. of Texas 
Anaconda Minerals Co. 
Amoco Production Co. 
ARC0 Coal Co. 
Arrowhead Farms 
Atlantic Richfield Co. 
J R  Bacon Drilling Inc. 

BFley Land & L&estock Inc. 
Balcron Oil Co. 
Beren CIRO 
Bi,g View Ranch 
Brummer Farm 
Exxon USA 
B1,aine Cty Abstract Co. 
Branch Oil & Gas Inc. 
Bronco Exploration 
Buckhorn Petroleum Co. 
Gale Butterfield Inc. 
Carson Min. Consult. Inc. 
Celsius Energy Corp. 
Cenex 
Century Oil & Gas 
Champlin Petroleum Co. 
Chevron USA Inc. 
Chevron Resources Co. 
Christofferson Land & Cattle 
Chippewa-Cree Tribal Business Council 
Cities Service Oil & Gas Corp. 
City Oil Company / 

Eastern Montana College 
CNG Producing 
Coal Creek CSGD 
Coastal Oil & Gas Corp. 
Comanche Drilling Co. 
Conoco Inc. 
Fed. Coal Acquisition Group 
Croft Petroleum Company 
Cronk Ranch Inc. 
Crown Central Petroleum Corp. 
Czar Resources 
D A S Resource Ventures Inc. 
Damson Oil Corp. 
Davis Oil 
Davies Ranch 
Energy Development Board of Mercer County 
DEPCO Inc. 
Doane Western Co. 
Energy Mining & Minerals 
Eastern American Energy Corp. 
Elenberg Exploration Inc. 
Elloam Grazing Assoc. 
Energetics Inc. 
Energy Fuels Corp. 
Energy Reserves Group Inc. 
Eureka Grazing Assoc. 
Exxon 
Falcon-Colorado Expl. Inc. 
5 H Cattle Company 
Flying J Exploration & Production Inc. 
Four Corners Supply Inc. 
Freeport Exploration Co. 
Frontier Exploration Company 
Fuel Resources Dev. Co. FUELCO 
Fulton Producing Co. 
General Agriculture Corp. 
GEO Research Inc. 
Gordon Cattle Company 
Grass & Sons, Inc. 
Great Northern Drilling Co. Inc. 
Gulf Oil Exploration & Production Co. 
H & H Land Co. 
Halliburton Co. 
Hancock Enterprises 
Hardrock Oil Co. 
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Hasquet Prairie Co. 
Hill-County Electric Coop Inc. 
HKM Associates 
Homestake Oil & Gas 
Huartson Ranch 
Husky Oil 
Investestate 
IX Ranch Company 
Jack Grynberg & Assoc. 
J M Resources Inc. 
Juniper Oil & Gas 
Kalanick Ranch Inc. 
Kaun Grain & Livestock Co. 
Knottnerus Inc. 
Lazy K 6 Ranch Inc. 
Lenington Farms Inc. 
Lewis & Clark Tours 
Lightning Productions Inc. 
Lincoln Farms Inc. 
Lonesome Prairie Farms Inc. 
Lost Ridge Land & Cattle 
Louisiana Land & Exploration Co. 
Love Oil Co Inc. 
Luff Exploration Co. 
Lunds Heart Y Ranch -
MacDonald Farms Inc. 
Maddox Ranch Co. 
Marathon Oil 
Marquis Petroleum Corp. 
Marias River Electric Coop Inc. 
McCann & Son Inc. 
Lawrence J McCarthy & Assoc. 
McCartney Lands & Minerals 
McColly Ranch Inc. 
Meissner Ranches Inc. 
Meridian Land & Mineral Co. 
Meridian Oil Inc. 
Mariah Oil & Gas Inc. 
Minden Oil & Gas Inc. 
Minerals Exploration Coalition 
Mitchell Ranch 
Mobil Oil 
Montana Flycast Guide Service 
Montana Env. Information Center 
Montana Pacific Oil & Gas CO. 
Montana Power Co. 
Monterray Petroleum 
Mountain States Petroleum Corp. 
Murphy Oil USA Inc. 
N Hanging 5 Ranch 
Nace Ranch Co. 
North American Coal Corp. 
North American Resources 
Northern Natural Gas Co. 
Northern Pacific Oil & Gas 
Northern Telephone Coop. Inc. 
P & M Petroleum 
Petrie Ranch Partnership 
Petro-Lewis Corp. 
Petroleum Corp. of America 
Phillips Petroleum Co. 
Pugsley Ranches Inc. 
Quintana Petroleum Corp. 
Ray Harrison Drilling 
Ranck Oil 
Red River Oil & Gas Inc. 

Chapter Five 

Robinson Land Company 
S & J Operating Co. 
S & W Petroleum Consultants Inc. 
S Bar B Ranch Co. 
Sand Creek Ranch 
Schellin Ranch Co. 
Schiff & Jackson Oil 
Shell Oil Company 
SHADCO 
Siebrasse Farms Inc. 
Sierra Oil & Gas Co. 
Sky Ranch 
SOH10 Petroleum Co. 
Somont Oil Co. Inc. 
Stillwater PGM Resources 
Stovall Oil Co. 
Stroock Leasing Corp. 
Stuker Land Co Inc. 
Sunburst Exploration Inc. 
Tenneco Oil Exploration & Production 
-Terra Resources Inc. 
Texaco 
Texas Gas Expl. Corp. 
The Guide & Outfitter 
Three River Telephone Coop. Inc. 
Triangle Telephone Coop Assoc. Inc. 
Tricentrol United States 
True Oil Co. 
Union Oil Company 
Union Oil Company of California 
United States Energy 
Universal Gas Inc. 
Ed Vanderpas Oil 
Weaver Cattle Co. 
Western Energy Co. 
Western Natural Gas Co. 
Western Reserves Inc. 
Westmoreland Resources 
Wilcox Family Partners 
Williston Basin Interstate Pipe Co. 
Wood River Ranch 
Worrall & Sons Inc. 
Xeno Inc. 
Yellowstone Petroleum Inc. 

The RMP/EIS is available a t  county libraries. In addition 
the draft RMP/EIS has  been mailed to an  additional 300 
individuals. 
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List of Preparers 

ANN ALDRICH: Project Manager, Lewistown District 
B.S., Botany-University of Michigan 
Ann was responsible for the overall coordination and 
writing of this document. 

DICK KODESKI: Technical Coordinator, Lewistown 
District 

A.A.S., Forestry-Paul Smith’s College 
B.S., Outdoor Recreation-University of Wyoming
Dick was responsible for seeing that the information in 
this EIS is technically correct. 

DOUG AYERS: Wildlife Biologist, Judith Resource Area 
B.S. and M.S. in Wildlife Management. 

GARY BEALS: Realty Specialist, Judith Resource Area 
B.S. Animal Science-Montana State University 
B.S. Range Management-Montana State University. 

GARY BERG: Geologist, Great Falls Resource Area 
B.A. Geology-University of Montana. 

CHANLER BIGGS: Recreation Planner, Judith Resource 
Area 

B.S. Forest  Management w/Recreation option- 
Oregon State University. 

ANN PATTERSON BISHOP: Visual Information 
Specialist, Lewistown District 

Attended Colorado State University majoring in  Art 
Education. 

PAUL BRINK: Lands and Realty Specialist, Havre 
Resource Area 

B.S. Zoology-Oregon State University. 

GEORGES L. “BUCK” DAMONE: River Manager, 
Judith Resource Area 

BS Forestry-University of Maine. 

DICK DEVRIES: Lands and Realty Specialist, Phillips 
Resource Area 

B.S. in ForestryIRange Management-University of 
Montana. 

PETER DITTON: Petroleum Engineer, Great Falls 
Resource Area 

B.S. Geological Engineering-Montana Tech. 

CRAIG FLENTIE: Writer Editor, Lewistown District 
B.S. Technical Journalism/Mass Communication- 
Kansas State University. 

GARY GREENWOOD: ATROW, Lewistown District 
B.A. in Elementary Education-Montana State Uni- 
versity. 

JOHN GRENSTEN: Wildlife Management Biologist, 
Phillips Resource Area 

B.S. Fish and  Wildlife Management/Botany- 
Montana State University and two and a half years 
Graduate School in Range Management. 

SID GROVER Range Conservationist, Judith Resource 
Area 

B.S. Range Management-New Mexico State Univer-
sity 
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GLENN HADDEN: Realty Specialist, Great Falls 
Resource Area 

B.S. Wildlife Science-Oregon State University 

SCOTT HAIGHT: Geologist, Lewistown District 
B.S. Geology-Rocky Mountain College 

CHRIS HOFF: Wildlife Biologist, Havre Resource Area. 
B.S. Wildlife Management-Humbolt State University 
M.S. Wildlife Management-Humbolt State Univers- 
ity 

MARV HOFFER: Environmental Coordinator, 
Lewistown District 

M.S. Wildlife Management-University of Massachu- 
setts 

CHRIS JAUERT: Range Conservationist, Great Falls 
Resource Area 

B.S. Range Management-Humboldt State College 

JERRY MAJERUS: Economist, Lewistown District 
B.S. in Forestry-University of Montana 
M.S. in Forestry-University of Montana 

JIM MITCHELL: Geologist, Lewistown District 
B.A. Geology-University of Montana 

JOHN NESSELHUF: Forester, Lewistown District 
B.S. Forest and Range Management-Colorado State 
University. 

JERRY PIERCE: Range Conservationist, Phillips 
Resource Area. 

B.S. Range Management-University of Wyoming 

ARNIE PIKE: Range Conservationist, Havre Resource 
Area 

B.S. in Range Management-Montana State Univers- 
ity 

GEORGE RUEBELMANN: Archaeologist, Havre 
Resource Area 

B.A. Idaho State University 
M.A. University of Idaho 

PETER SOZZI: Outdoor Recreation Planner, Lewistown 
District 

B.S. Natural  Resources Management-California 
Polytechnic State University. 

DAN TIPPY: Soil Scientist, Havre Resource Area 
B.S. Soil Science-Michigan State University 

Review Team: 
Clair Clark 
Dale Davidson 
Larry Eichhorn 
Duane Ferdinand 
Joe Frazier 
Robert Padilla 
Clark Whitehead 
Jim Mitchell 
Scott Haight 



Chapter Five 

Management Team: 
Wayne Zinne, Lewistown District Manager 
B. Gene Miller, Lewistown Associate District Manager 
Chuck Otto, Chief, Division of Planning and 

Environmental Assistance 
Chris Erb, Area Manager, Phillips Resource Area 
Dave McIlnay, Area Manager, Judith Resource Area 
Don Ryan, Area Manager, Havre Resource Area 
Nancy Cotner, Area Manager, Great Falls Resource Area 
Gary Slagel, Acting Area Manager, Great Falls Resource 

Area 
Doug Burger, Area Manager, Great Falls Resource Area 

Others who contributed their time and efforts 
include: 
Linda Bruner, HRA Typist 
Nancy Godwin, LDO Typist 
Sharon Gregory, LDO Typist 
Phyllis Johnson, LDO Typist
Kathy Ruckman, LDO Typist 
Barb Sereday, LDO Mailing 
Sandra Padilla, LDO Supv. Clerk-Typist 
James Chapman, MSO Photo Lithography 
Corla DeBar, MSO Cartography 
Chuck Sigafoos, MSO Cartography 
Pam Dandrea, MSO Typeset 
Kathy Ives, MSO Typeset, Printing ,
Rick Kirkness, MSO Printing 
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RESPONSE TO PUBLIC COMMENTS 

The following are BLM’s responses to each identified comment or question concerning the draft West 
HiLine RMP. Each response is numbered to correspond with the appropriate comment or question. 

53 



UNITED STATES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 

FISH AND W!LDLIFE SERVICE 
Endangered Species, Field O f f i c e  R L C  E'VE 

Federal B l d o . .  U.S. Courthouse 
301 i o u t h  Park 
P . O .  Box 10023 

IN RfPLY RfFfR TO: Helena, Montana 59626 
M.02(1) Lewistown Dist./ June 1 0 ,  1987 

West HiLine RMP 

MEMORANDUM 


To: District Manager, Bureau of Land Management, Lewistown District 
Of f i ce ,  Lewlstown, MT 

From: Act ing  F ie ld  Superv isor ,  F i sh  and W i l d l i f e  Se rv ice ,  F i sh  and Wild- 
l i f e  Enhancement, Helena, MT 

Sub jec t :  B io log ica l  Assessment f o r  t h e  West HiLine Resource Management Plan 

We have reviewed t h e  sub jec t  b i o l o g i c a l  assessment  and your l'no e f f ec t "  
de t e rmina t ion  f o r  Federa l ly  l i s t e d  s p e c i e s  which may occur  i n  t h e  planning 
area.  We Concur wi th  v o m  determination t h a t  t h e  p r e f e r r e d  a l t e r n a t i v e  w i l l

~ , .-~__.~ 
not  a f f e c t  t he  ba ld  eag le  (Hal iaee tus  leucocephalus) ,  pe reg r ine  f a l con  (* 
peregr inus) ,  black-footed f e r r e t  (Mustela n ig r ipes ) ,  o r  t h e  p ip ing  p lover  
(Charad r ius  melodus). 

Likewise,  we concur t h a t  t he  management p r e s c r i p t i o n s  f o r  t h e  Kevin Rim and 
Sweet Grass H i l l s  have long-term p o t e n t i a l  f o r  b e n e f i c i a l  e f f e c t s  f o r  r a p t o r s ,  
i nc lud ing  pe reg r ine  f a l con  recovery. W e  ag ree  wi th  p r o t e c t i n g  t h e  long-term 
p o t e n t i a l  of t h i s  h a b i t a t  f o r  pe reg r ine  f a l c o n s ,  even i f  a pe reg r ine  hacking 
program may not  be implemented i n  t h i s  a r e a  i n  t h e  immediate fu ture .  The on-
going recovery of  t he  peregr ine  f a l con  w i l l  enhance t h e  p o t e n t i a l  o f  n a t u r a l  
r ees t ab l i shmen t  of wi ld  peregr ine  f a l c o n s  e y r i e s  i n  t h e  area.  We suppor t  and 
commend your e f f o r t s  t o  p r o t e c t  h i s t o r i c a l  o r  p o t e n t i a l  pe reg r ine  e y r i e s  and 
t h e  p o t e n t i a l  f o r  use  of these  a r e a s  by pe reg r ine  f a l c o n s  i n  t h e  fu ture .  

We apprec ia t e  t h e  q u a l i t y  of t h e  b i o l o g i c a l  assessment  you provided. We found 
it easy  t o  understand, w e l l  o rganized  and c l e a r  and d i r e c t  in I t s  presen ta t ion  
of i n fo rma t ion  about t he  Bureau's r e source  g o a l s  and r e s p o n s i b i l i t i e s  to  pro-
tect  l i s t e d  spec ie s  and enhance t h e i r  recovery.  We thank you and your s t a f f  
f o r  your e f f o r t s  t o  addres s  l i s t e d  s p e c i e s  and t h e  i s s u e s  r e l a t e d , t o  imple- 
menting t h e  p re fe r r ed  a l t e r n a t i v e  of t h e  Plan. 

cc: S t a t e  D i rec to r ,  BLM, S t a t e  Of f i ce ,  B i l l i n g s ,  MT 
Acting State  Superv isor ,  FWS, FWE/ES, B i l l i n g s ,  MT 

RAC/clh 
"Take Pr ide  i n  America" 



UNITED STATES GOVERNMENT 

D A T E  sun-14 l9e7 memorandum 
REPL" TO 

ATTNOF Division of Programs. Land and Minerals, Code 360 

SUBJECT West HiLine Draft Resource Management PlanlEnvironmental Impact 
Statement (RMPJEIS) 


TO District Manager, Bureau of Land Management, Lewistown District Office 

From: Billings Area Director 


This office has reviewed the subject draft Resource Management 

Plan/Environmental Impact Statement (RMF'/EIS). There are a few 

comments we would like to make. We believe we have the latest errata 


I
sheet which was attached to your June 3. 1987, letter. There was no 
mention of what we feel is an error in the abstract. The last No. 1sentence of the third paragraph states: "Alternative D, The Preferred 
1 Alternative reflecting a balance of Alternatives C and D". 
Alternative D cannot be a combination of C and D. Such a combination The abstract has been revised. 
would make Alternative D actually the same as Alternative C. We assume 

Alternative D is actually a combination of Alternatives B and C. 


Regarding the actual content of the Alternatives, the focus should be 

the consolidation of public lands, so that they are accessible for 

multiple use by the public as well as more successfully managed.. 

Alternatives B. C. and D call for disposal of public land. There is an 

"emphasis" on exchange, but the RME'/EIS does not mandate exchange. As 

you are aware, there is a paucity of public land in eastern Montana as 

it is. Disposal of more of this land can only make a poor situation 

worse. Alternative B states that Bureau of Land Management (BLM) land 

patterns would be "blocked up" in the HiLine area and the Rocky 

Mountain Front. This could be accomplished by exchanges. However, 

exchanging public land in eastern Montana for Rocky Mountain Front land 

does not help the public in eastern Montana. The eastern Montana land 

is near and/or adjacent to the Blackfeet, Rocky Boy's and Fort Belknap 

Indian Reservations. 


A decline in the quantity of public lands in this area will exert more 

pressure on the reservations. This pressure will be manifested is 

people seeking land for off-road vehicles, hunting, fishing, and other 

recreation activities. 


The three Alternatives B, C, and D all address enhancing management 

options for grazing by consolidation of BLM lands. Grazing is one of 

the principle uses of public land. However. land used primarily for 

recreation is'beneficial to more of a diversity of people, and in 

essence used by the "public". If grazing land consolidation is to be 

accomplished, it should be emphasized that it should not be at the 

expense of recreation lands. 


Buy U.S. Savings Bonds Regularly on the Payroll Savings Plan DPT,ON~LFORMNO ,o 
,RE" 1-76) 
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SOIO-I I2 



-2-


Federa l  a d m i n i s t r a t i o n  of l ands  is a l l  t h a t  has  p ro tec t ed  some lands i n  
n a t i v e  vege ta t ion  from e o l i a n  and water  induced e r o s i o n  caused by 
farming unsu i t ab le  s o i l s .  A l t e r n a t i v e s  B. C, and D al l  mentioned t h a t  
a change i n  land a d m i n i s t r a t i o n  from Fede ra l  t o  p r i v a t e  would change 
v e g e t a t i o n  types. A high degree of s c r u t i n y  w i l l  have t o  be  used i n  
land exchanges and d i s p o s a l  t o  avoid the  r a m i f i c a t i o n s  a s s o c i a t e d  w i t h  
farming n a t i v e  vege ta t ion  s i t e s .  

Our next comment r ega rds  t h e  p o t e n t i a l  d i s p o s a l  of land by s a l e ,  
descr ibed i n  A l t e r n a t i v e s  B, C, and D. W e  r e q u e s t  t h a t  t h e  Ind ians  on  
t h e  r e s e r v a t i o n  be o f f e red  t h e  l a n d  a d j a c e n t  t o  t h e  r e s e r v a t i o n s  with 
the  r i g h t  of f i r s t  r e f u s a l .  The r a t i o n a l e  f o r  t h i s  s o l i c i t a t i o n  l i e s  
i n  the  f a c t  t h a t  t h i s  land w a s  a b o r i g i n a l  l a n d  ceded t o  t h e  United 
S t a t e s  through t r e a t i e s .  As such, t h e  v a r i o u s  t r i b e s  should have t h e  
o p t i o n  of r eacqu i r ing  the l and  and r e e s t a b l i s h i n g  t h e  r e s e r v a t i o n .  

The s e c t i o n  p e r t a i n i n g  t o  Upper Missour i  Na t iona l  Wild and Scenic  River  
Management leaves us with a ques t ion .  Under Concession Management, 
s e r v i c e s  such a s  o u t f i t t i n g ,  boa t  r e n t a l  and campground/maintenance 
would be allowed. Is t h e r e  a p r i o r i t i z a t i o n  or  methodology t o  
determine who w i l l  be  granted a l i c e n s e  o r  concession permit?  Also, 
how many concessions of t h e  same n a t u r e  would be allowed? 

The mine ra l s  EMPHASIS AREA s t a t e s  t h a t  under A l t e r n a t i v e s  C and D,  a 
p r o t e c t i v e  withdrawal on t h e  Sweet Grass  Bills could r e s u l t  i n  drainage 
of Federal  hydrocarbons. I f  s u r f a c e  and mine ra l  r i g h t s  a r e  "blocked 
up" i n  t h i s  a rea ,  t h e r e  would not  be s t a t e  o r  f e e  l a n d s  on which 
offending we l l s  could be d r i l l e d .  I f  producing w e l l s  e x i s t ,  t h e  f i e l d  
should be developed anyway t o  maximize recovery of t h e  n a t u r a l  
resource,  and r o y a l t i e s  t o  the  U.S. Government. 

5 0 The Summary Impacts Table on page 36-40 could use some e n t r i e s  i n  
numerous g r i d  blocks which a r e  p r e s e n t l y  vacan t .  I f  they a r e  the  same 
a s  another  column they should be des igna ted  as such. An example is 
under OFF-ROAD VEHICLE MANAGEMENT, W i l d l i f e  and F i s h e r i e s ,  A l t e r n a t i v e s  
A and C. 

Under Mineral Resources, Coal, (page 45) i t  is s t a t e d  t h a t  "Shippable 
depos i t s  i n  the  planning a r e a  would be  l o c a l i z e d  i n  r e l a t i v e l y  r a r e  
a r e a s .  . . with t h i n  overburden (<O') ." No overburden on t h e  coa l  w i l l  
l e a d  t o  oxidized and weathered c o a l  which is not  sh ippab le  OK 
s t r i p p a b l e  (which we th ink  t h i s  s e c t i o n  r e f e r s  t o ) .  The con ten t  of t h e  
paragraph is c o r r e c t .  s t a t i n g  t h a t  l o c a l i z e d  seams a r e  passed over in 
f a v o r  of t h e  more economically s t r i p p a b l e  c o a l  i n  t h e  Powder River  
Basin. 

This  o f f i c e  is pleased t h a t  the  RMP/EIS addres ses  t h e  c u l t u r a l  
r e sources  of the  a r e a .  These inc lude  a r e a s  of  h i s t o r i c  and 
a rcheo log ica l  s ign i f i cance .  The Na t ive  American r e l i g i o u s  s i t e s  in t h e  
a r e a  a r e  not  r ep laceab le .  The Washington O f f i c e  and S t a t e  D i r e c t o r ' s  

No.2 
The public land sale regulations do not have provisions for establishing a 
preference right for any individual. The regulations do allow, at the discre- 
tion of the BLM, the latitude to establish modified or direct public sales. 
These sales would allow a n  individual(s) to acquire public land by meeting 
the highest bid (modified) or without competition (direct sale). The use of 
modified and direct sales is decided on a case-by-case basis. 

No.3 
The guidelines and criteria to determine if a concession permit would be 
granted and how many permits would be allowed will be addressed in  the 
Coordinated Activity Plan for the UMNWSR which is scheduled for revi- 
sion. The public will have an opportunity to comment on proposed criteria 
for private sector initiatives at that time. 

No.4 
The protective withdrawal would only be pursued under Alternative C. The 

~withdrawal would be applied to the federal mineral estate underlybg-the _-
ACEC. 

No.5 
The vacant blocks in this table indicate that  impacts would be minor or 
would not occur and are intended to make this table easier to read. 

No.6 
Shippable should have read strippable. This section on coal resources has  
been revised and this sentence has since been deleted. For more information 
please refer to the errata entry for page 45, column 1,paragraph 6. 
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Land Tenure Adjustment guide establishes the criteria for acquisition 

and disposal of land parcels. As such, we are confident that prior to 

disposal, the land will be archeologically surveyed and high research 

value, scarce or unique sites will be retained. 


The brief review we have accomplished indicates that neither the 

Consumptive Use emphasis option (Alternative B) nor Alternative C, the 

protection emphasis option i s  in the public’s best interest. A 
combination of the alternatives on a nearly site or geographically 

specific basis is most beneficial. Refinements in the combination may 

be helpful. 


Thank you for the opportunity to comment on this RMP/EIS. Questions or 
clarification can be directed to Mr. Richard Stefanic at FTS 585-6145. 



United States Soil Federal Building, Room 4 4 3  
Department of Conservation 
 10 East Babcock Street 

Agriculture Service 
 Bozeman, MT 59715 


June 18. 1987 


Mr. Wayne Zinne, District Manager 

Lewistown District Office 

Bureau of Land Management 

Airport Road 

Lewistown, MT 59457 


Re: West HiLine RMP/EIS Draft 


Dear Mr. Zinne: ~--*--- f 

We have reviewed the above document and have no comments to offer. 


Sincerely, 


State Conservationist 


cc: Ron Batchelor, State Biologist, SCS, Bozeman, MT 
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M r .  Wayne Zinne 
D i s t r i c t .  Manager, 
Lewi stown D i s t r i c t  
A i r p o r t  Road 
Lewistown. MT 59457 

Dear M r .  Zinne: 

Fe r id ian  Minera ls  Company i s  a min ing company w i t h  exp lo ra t i on  i n t e r e s t s  i n  
Montana. We have reviewed your cu r ren t  West HiL ine RMP/EIS and wish t o  
address the management a l t e rna t i ves .  We be l i eve  t h a t  as much land as poss ib le  
should be l e f t  i n  m u l t i p l e  use c l a s s i f i c a t i o n .  Mer id ian i s  s t rong ly  i n  favor  
o f  A l t e r n a t i v e  A. 

Should you wish t o  discuss t h i s  f u r t h e r  o r  r e q u i r e  add i t i ona l  in format ion from 
Meridian, please do n o t  h e s i t a t e  t o  c a l l  me a t  (303) 930-9274. 

Yours trzfA,,
wl (rS,<f&+CD 

C.W. Rech 
D i rec to r  
Land and Government A f f a i r s  

CWRlpj h :46921 

5613 DTC Parkway Englewood. Colorado 80111 - 303 796-8586 



United States Department of the 
BUREAU OF MINES 

W E S I t R N  F l t L I I  O P L R A I I O N S  LFNTLR 

F7CCl WED 
LEWISTOWN. *IT 

E . S I  360 3RD A\EWJI'E 
S P O i i A N E .  H'SIIINGTON 9920" 

Memrandum 

To : Wayne Zinne, District Manager--Lewistown District Office, Bureau of 
Land Management, Lewistown, Montana 

and Economic Analysis 
Fran: Supervisor--Mineral Issues Involvement Section, Branch of Engineering 

8 1 

(RMP/EIS) for the West HiLine P l a n n i n g  Area of the Lewistown 
District, Montana 

Subject: Draft Resource Management Plan/Envirormental Impact Statement 

We have reviewed the West HiLine DEIS and found i t  nearly adequate. A l t h o u g h
minerals and their management are discussed in the text, there are no maps
which show areas of locatable, leasable (particularly oil and gas), or salable 
mineral potential. These areas need to  be identified on large scale maps along 
w i t h  their associated canmodities. 

The discussion of minerals should include present activity in and near the  
areas of concern. This information will allow us a better understanding of t h e  
status of mineral activity in the area and t h e  effect the proposed plans may
have. 

No.a 
The map on page 44 of the draft RMP/EIS shows oil and gas development 
potential. Additional maps showing locatable potential have been included 
in this document. A salable mineral potential map was not prepared. Locat- 
able and salable mineral potential is addressed in the errata entry for page 
45, column 2, paragraphs 1,2,3 and 4. 

No.8 
We concur with your preferred a1 ternative and t h a n k  you for the opportunity t o  
review your documents. BLM revised the text to discuss current minerals activities in the Sweet 

Grass Hills as shown in the errata entry for page 64,column 1,paragraphs 1 
thru 8. 



Santa Pe Pacific Mining, Bnc. 
6200 Uptown Blvd N E  Suile 400 
B o x  27019 
A l b u q u e r q u e  N e w  M e x i c o  87125 
505/881-3050 

J u l y  17, 1987 

D i s t r i c t  Manager 
Bureau o f  Land Management 
Lewistown D i s t r i c t  O f f i c e  
A i r p o r t  Road 
lewistown, Montana 59457-1300 

Dear S i r :  

Santa Fe P a c i f i c  Mining wishes t o  take t h i s  oppor tun i ty  t o  comment 
on The D r a f t  West HiL ine R M P / E I S  dated May 1987. Santa Fe P a c i f i c  Mining 
wishes t o  go on record i n  support of  e i t h e r  a l t e r n a t i v e s  A o r  E, pa r t i cu -
l a r l y  i n  the Sweet Grass H i l l s .  We s t rong ly  oppose a l t e r n a t i v e s  C and D 
because o f  the severe negative impacts which these a l t e r n a t i v e s  w i l l  have 
on mineral development a c t i v i t i e s  being conducted by our company and others 
i n  the Sweet Grass H i l l s .  We be l i eve  the ELM has been d e f i c i e n t  i n  i t s  
analys is  o f  t he  hard mineral  development p o t e n t i a l  i n  the  Sweet Grass 
H i l l s .  Santa Fe P a c i f i c  Mining a l so  wishes t o  go on record i n  support o f  
t he  BLM's proposal t o  revoke the  Bureau o f  Reclamation withdrawal on the  
East But te  o f  t he  Sweet Grass H i l l s  because of t he  s i g n i f i c a n t  p o s i t i v e  
impact f o r  the minerals i ndus t r y  which revocat ion o f  t h i s  withdrawal would 
produce. 

F i n a l l y ,  Santa Fe P a c i f i c  Mining espec ia l l y  opposes the des ignat ion 
of a n  Area o f  C r i t i c a l  Environmental Concern (ACEC) on the  East But te  o f  
t he  Sweet Grass H i l l s  because o f  the s i g n i f i c a n t  negat ive impact t o  mineral 
exp lo ra t i on  and development plans which our  company i s  c u r r e n t l y  pursuing. 
ELM admits i n  i t s  D r a f t  RMP/EIS t h a t  t he  Sweet Grass H i l l s  i s  an area o f  
h i s t o r i c  and current  mineral  development and product ion a c t i v i t y .  ACEC 
des ignat ion by the  ELM i n  the San Juan Basin o f  New Mexico has proven t o  be 
an e f f e c t i v e  deterrent  t o  responsible mineral  development because o f  t he  
attendant increased regulatory  burdens which ELM has imposed upon t h e  

I mineral develoDment proDonents w i t h i n  the  ACEC's. I n  t h i s  reqard. we a re  
the re fo re  m y s t i f i e d  a s  t o  why ELM should c i t e  mineral a c t i v i t y  a s ~ areason 
f o r  ACEC designation. 

Since 1984 Santa Fe P a c i f i c  Mining, Inc., i n  conjunct ion w i t h  
Ernest K. Lehmann and Associates, has been conducting an extensive explor -  
a t i o n  program i n  the  Sweet Grass H i l l s .  The j o i n t  venture t o  which we 
belong con t ro l s  approximately 3,6nO acres o f  patented and unpatented mining 
claims p lus  numerous leases. Recent resu l t s  have brought about more focused 
a t t e n t i o n  on the Tootsie Creek area i n  the  East But te  where widespread ore 

No. 9 
Since  t h e  draft was pub l i shed  seve ra l  miningcompan ies  h a v e  g i v e n  BLM 
access t o  t h e i r  geologic data.T h i s  h a s  a l l o w e d  am o r e  deta i led assessment of 
t h e  h a r d r o c k  m i n e r a l  p o t e n t i a l  for t h e  Swee t  G r a s s  H i l l s .  F o r  m o r e  informa-
tionp lease  re fe r  t o  t h e  e r r a t a  e n t r y  for p a g e64, column l ,paragraphsl thru 
8; and t h e  responses to c o m m e n t s  7 and 8. 

No. 10 
T h e  a l te rna t i ves  a r e  not c i t i n g  m i n e r a l  a c t i v i t y  a s  a reason  f o r  ACEC 
designat ion.  BLM has r e m o v e d  t h e  h i s t o r i c a l  miningreferences on pages 4 
and 62 of t h e  draft. T h e  reasons  f o r  d e s i g n a t i o n  a re  to: pro tec t  p o t e n t i a l  
habitat for t h e  endangered  pe reg r ine  f a l c o n  re in t roduct ion;  p ro tec t  areas of 
t r a d i t i o n a l  i m p o r t a n c e  t o  N a t i v e  A m e r i c a n  tr ibes;  andto protect  seasonal ly  
i m p o r t a n t  e l k  and deer habitat. 
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D i s t r i c t  Manager, BLM 
Ju ly  17, 1987 
Page -2-

grade g o l d  values have been found. Our c u r r e n t  e x p l o r a t i o n  program i s  
geared toward i n i t i a l  reconnaissance d r i l l i n g  o f  seven holes i n  1987 w i t h  
a much more i n t e n s i v e  e f f o r t  proposed f o r  1988 should t h e  1987 d r i l l i n g  
program show t h a t  ore grade m i n e r a l i z a t i o n  i s  found a t  shallow depths. 
Based on r e s u l t s  t o  date, we be l ieve  t h a t  there  i s  an extremely favorable 
l i k e l i h o o d  o f  f i n d i n g  mineable gold deposi ts i n  our area o f  i n t e r e s t .  

The D r a f t  RMP/EIS conclusion t h a t  v a l i d  e x i s t i n g  mineral  r i g h t s  
would be maintained w i t h i n  i t s  proposed Sweet Grass H i l l s  ACEC appears t o  
be simply an attempt t o  m u f f l e  oppos i t ion  t o  an ACEC designat ion.  Despite 
the existence o f  v a l i d  e x i s t i n g  r i g h t s ,  i t  has been the  experience of  Santa 
Fe P a c i f i c  Mining, Inc .  t h a t  ACEC designat ion,  o r  any o ther  p r o t e c t i v e  BLM 
management status,  i s  an e f f e c t i v e  de ter ren t  t o  responsible mineral 
development, desp i te  the presence o f  v a l i d  e x i s t i n g  r i g h t s ,  because o f  BLM's 
impos i t ion  o f  onerous and unreasonable surface use and access r e s t r i c t i o n s .  
I t has been our company's experience i n  both Arizona and New Mexico t h a t  
i t  i s  a t  best f u t i l e  and d isappo in t ing  t o  r e l y  on such " b o i l e r p l a t e "  
language regarding t h e  recogn i t ion  o f  v a l i d  e x i s t i n g  r i g h t s  such as ours. 

I 
Under A l t e r n a t i v e s  C and D 8LM s ta tes  t h a t  i t  " w i l l  consul t , ,wi th 

Nat ive Americans on proposed developments i n  the  Sweet Grass H i l l s .  
a 11 Shouldn't BLM a l s o  consu l t  w i t h  the  o f f i c e  o f  the  State Geologist ,  loca l  
N land owners, owners o f  mineral  r i g h t s ,  and those persons such as Santa Fe 

Mining which are conducting mineral e x p l o r a t i o n  i n  the area? 

Thank you f o r  t h i s  oppor tun i ty  t o  commment on t h i s  important 
RMP/E IS. 

cc: State D i rec tor ,  U. S .  Bureau o f  Land Management, Montana 
Hon. Ron Marlenee, 409 Cannon House O f f i c e  Bldg 
Washington, DC 20515 

No.11 

T h e  A m e r i c a n  Indian R e l i g i o u s  F r e e d o m  Act (AIRFA) requ i res  federa l  
g o v e r n m e n t  agencies t o  consult with N a t i v e  A m e r i c a n  g r o u p s  o n  any p r o -
posed f e d e r a l  a c t i o n  that mayi m p a c t  t h e i r  r e l i g i o u s  pract ices.  T h e  purpose 
o f  s u c h  c o n s u l t a t i o n  i s  to h e l p  BLM i d e n t i f y  what, i f  any, impact a BLM 
a c t i o n  may h a v e  on N a t i v e  A m e r i c a n  re l ig ious  pract ices and what, i f  any, 
mitigatingmeasures  w o u l d  b e  jus t i f ied .  Any d iscuss ion  o f  proposed i m p a c t s  
and poss ib le  m i t i g a t i o n  would o f  necessi ty,  i n v o l v e  t h e  p r o p o n e n t s  o f  s u c h  
a c t i o n s  (mining c l a i m a n t s ,  m i n e r a l  developers, operators,  etc.). I t  w o u l d  
a l s o  h a v e  t o  i n v o l v e  o t h e r  r e g u l a t o r y  o r  concerned agencies (State L a n d s ,  
S t a t e  H i s t o r i c P r e s e r v a t i o n  0 f f i c e ; M o n t a n a  B u r e a u  o f  M i n e s  etc.) a s  w e l l  a s  
t h o s e  persons  o r  g r o u p s  proposingt h e  a c t i o n  o r  who mayb e  d i r e c t l y  a f fec ted  
by it. 
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ERNEST K. LEHMANN & ASSOCIATES OF MONTANA, INC 
GEOLOGISTS 

Suite 790, Kickernick Building 

430 First Avenue North 

Minneapolis, Minnesota 55401 

Tel. 612/338-5584 

Telex 283091 ELA UR 


July 9, 1987 


U.S. Bureau of Land Management 

Lewistown District Office 

Airport Road 

Lewistown, Montana 59457 


Attn: Mr. Wayne Zinne, District Manager 


Re: West HiLine Resources 

Management Plan Draft EIS 


Dear Mr. Zinne: 


We are in receipt of the draft Resources Management Plan 


Environmental Impact Statement for the West HiLine area of 

Montana. We hope to present oral comments at either the July 


20th or July 21st public hearings, but in any case wish to submit 


the following written comments for the record. 


As a major holder of mining claims and as a major holder of 


mineral leases in the Sweet Grass H i l l s  area, we will confine our 
comments to that geographic area. We will also confine our 


comments on those factors of the proposed plan which are relevant 


to the "hard" mineral industry. 


Our twenty-year-old firm is composed of professionals active 


in the minerals industry in the US and abroad, both as 


consultants and on its own account. Based on our experience, we 


believe that we bring special expertise and a breadth and depth 


of experience to bear on the issues that the plan implicitly 


raises. 
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ERNESTK. LEHMANN & ASSOCIATES OF MONTANA, INC. 
GEOLOGISTS 

Summary: 

I n  summary, w e  b e l i e v e  t h a t  i n  t h e  Sweet Grass H i l l s  t h e  
only  v i a b l e  a l t e r n a t i v e  p r e s e n t e d  i s  A l t e r n a t i v e  "A", t h e  no-
a c t i o n  a l t e r n a t i v e .  T h i s  is because (1) t h e  p lanning  process  has 
been f lawed,  ( 2 )  t h e  p l a n  is  based on inadequate  d a t a ,  and ( 3 )  
t h e  d a t a  presented  do n o t  s u b s t a n t i a t e  t h e  " p r e f e r r e d "  a l t e r n a -
t i v e  ('ID"). 

Flaws i n  t h e  Planning Process:  

W e  are deeply concerned w i t h  t h e  l a c k  o f  n o t i f i c a t i o n  t o  u s  
of  t h e s e  proposed a c t i o n s .  W e  are t h e  record  claim owner of  25 
mining c l a i m s  a t  E a s t  B u t t e ,  28 claims a t  Middle B u t t e ,  and 30 
claims a t  W e s t  B u t t e .  We have i n t e r e s t s  i n  approximately as many 
o t h e r  c l a i m s .  So f a r  as w e  know, t h e  r e c o r d  owners o f  t h e s e  
claims were not  n o t i f i e d .  I n  a d d i t i o n  w e  are t h e  record  lessee 
of e x t e n s i v e  p r i v a t e l y  and state-owned land  i n  a l l  t h r e e  a r e a s .  
W e  never  rece ived  o f f i c i a l  n o t i c e  from BLM of t h e  proposed p l a n .  
W e  heard  about  t h e  d r a f t  EIS o n l y  b e l a t e d l y  and then  by word of 

mouth. W e  then  had t o  i n i t i a t e  o u r  own i n q u i r y  wi th  BLM t o  
o b t a i n  a copy of the d r a f t .  

W e  would a l s o  c a l l  a t t e n t i o n  t o  t h e  r e c e n t  U . S .  Supreme 
Court  d e c i s i o n  on zoning. I f  t h e  BLM choses  any a l t e r n a t i v e  

n4 o t h e r  than  A l t e r n a t i v e  "A" (no a c t i o n ) ,  such a c t i o n  w i l l  restrict 
t h e  p r o p e r t y  r i g h t s  of minera l  owners and c l a i m a n t s  and o t h e r  
landowners. I t  may t h e r e f o r e  c o n s t i t u t e  a " tak ing"  f o r  which 
owners and/or  t h e i r  lessees may e n t i t l e d  t o  j u s t  compensation. 

No. 12 

BLM has answered your specific questions in  the following responses. 

No. 113 

Public participation is an integral part in the Bureau planning system. The 
BLM has attempted to involve interested parties throughout the planning 
process. BLM published Federal Register Notices and news releases and 
held meetings to encourage public participation. Table 5-1of this document 
contains a detailed list of activities BLM undertook to ensure the broadest 
possible public participation. 

The criteria for evaluating mineral exploration or development proposals 
has been, and will remain, that of mitigating through the use of stipulations, 
activities that cause unnecessary and undue degradation. The 1872Mining
Law never authorized activities that  cause unnecessary and undue degra- 
dation so the property rights of mineral owners/claimants will not be 
further restricted. 
Under Alternative C, (which was not selected) the Sweet Grass Hills would 
be withdrawn from mineral entry. If validity exams were then conducted on 
preexisting claims they would constitute due process. A mining claimant 
has not established a property right if a validity exam reveals the claim is 
not supported by a mineral discovery under the mining law. 
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ERNEST K. LEHMANN& ASSOCIATES OF MONTANA, INC 

GEOLOGISTS 

The Background Materials Furnished are Inadequate: 


With respect to minerals in the Sweet Grass Hills, we 

believe the draft EIS is inadequate. We believe that the history 


of recent mineral-exploration activities, the area's potential 


for  hosting economic mineral deposits, the ,economic potential of 
mineral development, and the geologic information presented are 


incomplete and partially incorrect. 


Geoloqic Data 


The three main areas of the Sweet Grass Hills - East, 
Middle, and West Butte - as well as outliers such as Grassy 
Butte, are one of a number of alkaline and calc-alkaline volcanic 
centers of Tertiary age in north-central Montana, in the eastern 


Rockies, and in other areas in the stable interior of North 


America. Nearby examples in Montana include the Little Rockies, 


the Judiths, the Moccasins, the Bearpaws, and the Highwoods. 


Where these volcanic centers intrude the sedimentary rocks of the 


High Plains, they are complex emplacements of near-surface and 


extrusive volcanic rocks. The intrusion has domed up the 


surrounding sediments. The sediments typically range in age from 


Paleozoic to Tertiary. The core complexes consist of syenites,. 


trachytes, latites, shonkonites, and related silica-deficient 


igneous rock suites. The intrusives may be altered, extensively 


brecciated, and locally mineralized. The intruded sediments 


include limestones, shales, and sandstones that are metamorphosed 


along the contacts with the igneous rocks. 


One of the reasons for our choice in 1983 of the Sweet Grass 


Hills as an exploration site was that it was poorly mapped area. 


This fact and its regional similarities with important 


No. 15 
The geologic and economic information and mineral potential of the Sweet 
Grass Hills have been updated following the receipt of data from various 
mineral concerns since the draft RMP/EIS was published. For more infor- 
mation please refer to errata entries for page 64,column 1;paragraph 1 thru 
8; page 65 column 1; and page 79, column 2. 
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mineralized areas in Montana and elsewhere (as discussed below) 


led us to believe that the area holds significant promise of 

economically important mineral discoveries. 


Mineral Potential: 


Historically, mineral exploration in the Sweet Grass Hills 


from about the turn of the century onwards focused primarily on 


the occurrences of fluorspar as contact metamorphic deposits at 


East Butte, nonferrous metal deposits in igneous-sedimentary 


contact zones in the same area, placer gold occurrences at Middle 


Butte, and a small lead-silver occurrence on West Butte. The 


Draft EIS fails to mention the last two types of occurrences, 


even though active placer mining has been going on at Middle 


Butte for a number of years and patented mining claims exist on 


West Butte. 


There is now active mineral exploration at East, Middle, and 


West Buttes, as well as at Grassy Butte. This is because the 


Sweet Grass Hills have strong similarities in rock type and style 


of mineralization to other important gold-producing and prospec- 


tive gold-producing areas. 


For example, there are strong geologic similarities and 


affinities of this area with the gold deposits mined by the 


Zortman-Landusky operations of Pegasus Gold Company, the largest 


gold producers in Montana, in the Little Rockies. The Sweet 


Grass Hills are also geologically similar to other major gold- 


producing areas in the world such as the famous Cripple Creek 


district of Colorado and the newly discovered deposits slated for 


development in New Guinea. The economic potential of the area is 


No. 16 
Please refer to response No. 15. 
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not only for medium- to large-scale open-pit operations but also 


for higher grade underground deposits. 


The geologic conclusion that there is potential for gold in 


commercial quantities in the Sweet Grass Hills is reinforced by 


the discovery of possibly ore-grade mineralization of unknown 


extent in drillholes at Grassy Butte and by anomalous concen- 


trations of gold and related pathfinder elements in rocks and 


soi ls  at East, West, and Middle Buttes. 

The Economic Benefits of Mineral Exploration and Development: 


The data presented are incomplete in that no presentation is 

made of the amount of exploration that has been done in the Sweet 


~m 17 Grass Hills in recent years and the direct and indirect present 


and future economic benefits to the area from "hard" mineral 


exploration and development. 


We estimate that since we began our own exploration program 


in the area in 1983, over $500,000 has been spent by us and 
others on mineral exploration in the Sweet Grass Hills. This 


work has included aeologic and geochemical mapping and sampling, 


geophysical, and topographical surveys and related work. 


Drilling has not yet been undertaken except at Grassy Butte. 


Extensive drilling will be required to test the identified and 


to-be-identified targets. A large part of the exploration 
expenditures remains in the local community in the form of 


payments to landowners for rentals and advance royalties and for 


the purchase of goods and services such as meals, lodging, road 

construction, labor, gasoline, repairs, etc. Before any dis- 


covery can be brought to the development stage, it is reasonable 


to estimate that an additional $1 to $5 million will be expended 


No. 17 
Please refer to response No. 15. 
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to explore and delineate a single orebody. In fact, the amount 


may be several times this, since the area holds potential for 


several orebodies. A large part of these expenditures will 
continue to be for local goods and services. These exploration 

expenditures alone will have a major positive impact on the 


region's communities such as Chester and Shelby. 


If development of even a modest-size open-pit mine occurs, 


such an operation could be expected to employ directly 35 to 50 


persons for periods of ten to twenty years as equipment opera- 


tors, mechanics, technicians, and administrative staff. If labor 


is available in the area, most of these people will be hired 


locally. Such employment would result in a payroll in the range 


of $800,000 to $1.5 million annually in the area. A large 
open-pit operation or medium-size underground mine would employ 


comparably more people. 


It is generally projected by economic planners that one . 
direct job in the mineral industry produces about three to four 


indirect jobs in the local area. These indirect jobs provide the 


services required by the operation and its employees. Thus it is 


clear that if a viable mineral discovery is made in the Sweet 


Grass Hills, it will have a strong positive effect on the econ- 


omies of the communities involved. It would diversify the 


employment base, decrease unemployment problems, and markedly 


increase the state and local tax base. 
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The Data Presented by BLM Do Not Substantiate the Proposed 

Preferred Alternative 

For the reasons cited below, we believe that the choice of 
alternative "D" is not substantiated. Therefore, we believe that 

18 the only acceptable alternative proposed by the BLM is alterna- 
tive " A " ,  the "non-action" alternative. We believe that alterna- 
tives "C" and "D" propose unnecessary restrictions, impose 
unnecessary regulation and are not warranted. 

Our reasons are as follows: 

a. Environmental concerns regarding mineral projects must be 

B, 
Y, 

addressed on a site-specific and project-specific basis. 

Exploration is generally a broad-ranging activity that has 
little lasting or major environmental impact and should not be 
subject to regulation beyond those already imposed by the BLM and 
the State of Montana. The environmental impacts of mineral 
exploration are limited in time and extent. No area within the 
Sweet Grass Hills need be withheld from exploration since the 
activity is subject to adequate regulation by the BLM and the 
State of Montana to insure no lasting detrimental environmental 
effects. 

Until there is a definitive proposal for a mineral develop- 
ment, it is impossible to judge the environmental impact which 
such a development will have. For example, the impact of a large 
open-pit operation is much different than that of a small one; 
the impact of an underground mine will be quite different than 
that of an open pit. Even a relatively large open-pit mine would 
probably occupy only a small area in comparison to the area under 

No.18 

BLM has answered your specific questions in  the following responses. 

8.19 

We agree. The most meaningful analysis of projectimpacts and application 
of mitigative measures results from on-site inspections. However, resources 
that  need protection from development can be identified prior to a develop-
ment proposal. Mitigative measures would be applied when needed to pre- 
vent unnecessary and undue degradation of resources. For more informa- 
tion please refer to the Sweet Grass Hills Implementation section of 
Alternative D in Chapter 2 of this document. 
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No.20 
consideration for restriction under Alternatives "C" and "D" . The Endangered Species Act of 1973, requires a n  assessment of all BLM 
General restrictions cannot rationally be imposed in advance of projects, regardless of the presence or absence of threatened and endan- 

gered species. The Rocky Mountain Front Raptor Guidelines would be used 
the completion of the delineation of a mineral deposit and to develop site specific mitigation for a specific project. The National Envi- 
submission of a definitive development proposal; only then can ronmental Protection Act and the Endangered Species Act require BLM to 
environmental impacts be properly assessed. assess an entire project (exploration, development, termination) before an 

action can be approved. The Peregrine Falcon Interagency Recovery Plan is 
mandated by the Endangered Species Act. BLM cannot act independent of 
it and BLM must consider the prospects for establishing threatened and 

b. The current regulatory process is adequate 
endangered species in suitable or historic habitats. 

In addition to the five-acre rule of the BLM regarding BLM 


surface, all physical exploration in Montana is currently subject 


to state permitting and bonding requirements. These state rules 


require reclamation whether the work occurs on private or public 


lands. To date, the state has adequately and fairly carried out 


its responsibilities. 


Issues of air and water quality and many other environmental , 

issues do not generally arise during exploration. The state's 


mine-permitting process for development, operation, and reclama- 


tion deals extensively with environmentally related issues such 


as air and water quality and biologic, cultural, and other 


resources. It does this on a site-specific and project-specific 


basis. 


c. The proposed adoption of the raptor guidelines is 


unwarranted NO. 2n 
Peregrine falcons and bald eagles occur as migrants throughout the RMP 

As the report itself points out, there are no endangered area. 
raptor species in the Sweet Grass Hills area. Setting up buffer The management standards, and particularly the Raptor Guidelines in 
zones around possible future nesting sites is unwarranted and Appendix 2.2, will not be imposed until analysis reveals they are needed to 

prevent unnecessary and undue degradation of threatened and endangered unnecessary because the BLM has not identified any funded program and sensitive raptor resources. 
for the introduction of these species in the area. 
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We further note that peregrine falcons are being successful- 


ly introduced into the middle of major metropolitan areas (e.g. 

on top of the Multifoods Tower in downtown Minneapolis), suggest- 


ing that no extensive buffers are needed to shield this species 
22 from human activities. Eagle nests have been noted close to many 


areas of intensive human usage, for example within 100 yards of 


the major highway entrance to the Cape Canaveral rocket launch 


area and in areas of diverse and intense human activity such as 


the St. Croix River valley of Minnesota and Wisconsin. 


We conclude the effect of exploration on raptors can be 


expected to be nil and that the effect of mineral development on 


raptors can only be assessed on a site- and project-specific 
, 
basis. 


d. ofI The imposition additional rules cannot be justified on 
the basis of threatened or endangered species. 


The report (p.50) admits that there are no plants in the 


Sweet Grass Hills that are on the threatened or endangered 


species list. 


23 A close reading of page 51 of the draft indicates that, 
despite the introductory sentence to the discussion of endangered 


or threatened animal species, none of these exist in the Sweet 


Grass Hills per se. 


If such species are identified during the mine-permitting 


process, the problems can be dealt with on a site-specific basis 
I at that time. 


No.22 

Some birds become conditioned to non-typical nesting sites such as  the 
MultifoodsTower. This is an exception, not therule. It i s  similar to introduc- 
ing birds in  the wild at “hacking sites.” Hopefully, birds will return to these 
hack sites annually to establish new occupation areas in the wild. 

No.23 

No plants listed as endangered or threatened under the Endangered Species 
Act are known to occur within the planning area. However, potential habi- 
ta t  exists for Antennaria aromatica and Rorippa calycina which are both 
potential candidates for listing as threatened or endangered species. 
Potential habitat also exists for these Montana species of special concern: 
Carex crawei, Carex sychnocephala, Hedysarum alpinum, Muhlenbergia 
andina, Plagiobothrys leptocladus, Psilicarphus breuissimus var. breuis- 
simus, Ranunculus cardiophyllus and Triglochin concinnum uar. debile. 
Please refer to response No. 21. 
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e, The imposition of additional regulation cannot be justified 


on the basis of cultural resources. 


In three years of geologic mapping, our field personnel have 


not identified or noted a single archaeological site in the Sweet 


Grass Hills. The draft EIS fails to list any specific site in 


the Sweet Grass Hills in the discussion of significant cultural 


, sites on page 56 of the draft. 

The effect of mining on cultural resources can only be 


judged on a site-specific basis, as  will be required under 
current state permitting procedures, at the time of application 


for a mining permit. 


' f. The effect of exploration on hunting and other recreational 
uses will be nil and cannot yet be judged for a mining operation. 


2% Exploration should not have any significant or lasting 
effect on the elk or deer herds. 


The effect of a mining operation will depend on size, . ,
location, and design and cannot be judged at this time. 


No.24 

Overview information indicates some parts of the Sweet Grass Hills have 
high potential for significant cultural resources and several sites have been 
identified by BLM archaeologists. Project specific inventories have and will 
continue to be required for projects on public lands. 
BLM is required to consider impacts to traditional Native American values 
from the actions it conducts or permits. The Sweet Grass Hills are known in 
historical and modern times to have been used by Native Americans pursu- 
ing traditional cultural activities. 

An environmental review is conducted when a Notice or Plan of Operation 
for mining or exploration is submitted. This review may identify the mitiga- 
tion necessary to prevent unnecessary and undue degradation of resources. 
'However, exploration disturbance (roads) and development activities can 
result in  a direct loss of wildlife habitat and displaced wildlife. The degree of 
significance would depend on the magnitude of the operations. 



27 

ERNEST K.LEHMANN E ASSOCIATES OF MONTANA, INC 

GEOLOGISTS 

g. The effect of exploration on visual resources can only be 


determined on the basis of specific mine plans. 


The area of the Sweet Grass Hills does not fall within the 


criteria for wilderness designation and has not been so desig-


nated. 


Exploration will not cause any lasting degradation of visual 


resources. 


Nining's visual effects can be partially mitigated by 


sensitive design, good siting, and good engineering. Proper 

reclamation will also mitigate effects. These will be considered 


in the state's permitting process. 


h. The imposition of the propose new rules will not eliminate 


conflicts with claimed rights of Native Americans. 


Additional restrictions will not serve to extinguish the 


claims of Native Americans and therefore will not serve to 


facilitate exploration or mineral development or to prevent court 


action by Native Americans to assert their claimed rights. 


. conclusion: 

The Draft EIS is based on incomplete information as far as 


the geology and mineral potential of the Sweet Grass Hills are 


concerned. The Draft EIS does not adequately consider the 


possible economic benefits of mineral exploration and develop- 


ment. 


No.26 
Mineral exploration and development would have an impact on visual 
resources in the Sweet Grass Hills. The cumulative impacts must be consid- 
ered, if exploration indicates development is  economically feasible. These 
impacts may be mitigated as each specific mine Plan is evaluated for its 
impact on the existing landscape. The impacts and reclamation needs 
would be considered during the BLM's review and the state's permitting 
process, regardless of the area's status for wilderness. 

No. 27 
While Area of Critical Environmental Concern designation would not elim- 
inate conflicts between Native American religious rights and mining activ- 
ity, it would allow BLM more time to attempt to resolve the conflicts before 
mineral development begins. 
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The environmental impacts of mineral exploration are tempo- 

rary and minor. 


The positive and negative environmental impacts of mineral 


development cannot be judged except on a site- and p,rojec@- 


specific basis. With proper engineering, mineral development can 


be designed so as to mitigate unnecessary environmental degrada- 


tion and at the same time insure that the benefits to the state 


and the community in terms of jobs, taxes and income will out-' 


weigh potential costs. 


There are no endangered or threatened species in the area. 


The imposition of the raptor guidelines is unwarranted based 


on the absence of nests in the area and on actual experience. 


48 The impacts on recreational activities, especially hunting, 
P 
are negligible during exploration and can only be evaluated on a 


site-specific basis for mining. 


The conflicts over possible Native American rights would not 


be mitigated by the proposed choice of Alternative "D". The 


current state regulations and BLM regulations are adequate. 


Therefore, Alternative " A " ,  the "no-action" alternative 
should be adopted. 
 I 

Very truly yours, 


Ernest K. Lehmann, CPG 


President 


EKL/kjk 


8706073 

EElOOl 
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Lloyd H. Oswood 


Chester, Montana 59522 


Wayne Zinne, District Mananger 

Lewistown District Airport Road 

Lewistown, MT 59457 


Re: WesJ HiLine EIS 


Dear Mr. Zinne: 


I am a landowner in the Sweet Grass Hills of Montana. I onpose 

opening up the 520 acre tract to mining. I prefer Alternative 


C which I believe would best protect the resources and wildlife 


of the Sweet Grass Hills. 


Sincerely, 
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SENATOR BOB WILLIAMS 
SENATE DISTRICT 15 COMMITTEES 

. PUBLICHEALTH WELFARE 
HOME ADDRESS 

&SAFETY
BOX 338 

BUSINESS a INDUSTRYHOBSON MONTANA 59452 
HIGHWAYS a TRANSPORTATIONPHONE'1406I423 5418 

:-!obson, Monta3a 
Augilst 4 ,  1 9 8 7  

Wayne Binne, D i s t r i c t  Manager 
Lewistown Dis i : r i c t  of BLY 
A:.rport Rd 
Lewi.stown, Montana 5945:' 

D e a r  ! 4 ~ .  Zi-nne; 

I a p p r e c i a t e  t h e  e F f o r t s  of t h a  BLM i n  compil ing ?ht? West 
H i l i n e  Resourzi? Man3ge:nent p l s n  d r a f t  and b r i n z i n g  it t o  t h e  
g e n s r a l  pul,i.-~c. Due t o  a p rev ious  engagement 1 w a s  not. a b l e  
t o  a t t e n d  :'our iewistown hezrii ig hul., my wi fe ,  K a t i ,  a tkended.  

A f t e r  b r i a f  1:r reviewing your d r a f t  on t h e  management proposal  
and d i s c u s s i n g  ths, procse2ings of t h e  meeting w i t h  Ka t i ,  I 
would th$.nk it p ruden t  t o  .'.en3 my suppor t  t o  Alternx:. i- ie D 
w i t h  t h e  a l t e r n a t i v e s  sugges t ed  by Dick Knox and supporLed 
by theMissouri  Breaks Mul t ip l e  Use ?.ssn. Many of t h e s e  people  
have l i v e d  i n  t h e  a r e a  a?.l of t h e i r  l i v ? s  an ' l  have a v e s t e d  
i n t e r e s t  i n  t h e  preser-zat ion of t h e  a r e a .  No.28 

The inanagenent p roposa l  i s  f o r  a t e n  yea r  2e r io2 .  I understanAI t h a t  B s t a I I  person s a i d  t h a t  t h s  f enc ing  of a r e a s  t o  r e h a b i l i - Riparian habitat management objectives include obtaining 90% stream-
t a t e  t h e  wnt*?r dependent h a b i t a t  ( r i p a T i a n  a r e a s )  would ilo? bank cover within 4-10 years after plans are implemented. Management 1 be permanent---those t w o  s t a t e m e n l . ~  i n  t h e  Missouri  Breaks,  
t o  m e ,  a r e  c o n t r a d i c t o r y .  Without normal u s e ,  fenced r i p a r i a n  practices may include but are not limited to riparian pastures, specific 
a r e a s  would cul-Livata  weak specimens.  The nembers of t h e  Misz:>iir; grazing methods or exclosures. All existing and future riparian exclosures 
Breaks Multip:.;? Use Assn. a r e  anxious t o  ses t h e s e  areas f l u r l s h  would be maintained and monitored until data shows that the exclosures 
and t h e i r  p r a c t i c a :  judgment should i)e I i t i l i z e d .  are no longer necessary. 

A more comprehensive digest of this subject is presented in the Vegetation 
Thank you f o r  your c o n s i d e s a t t o n  t o  t h e  excepti .ons f o r  Management portion of Chapter 2 in this document. 

A l t e r n a t i v e  D. 

S i n c e r e l y ,  

1% 

BW! kw Sena to r  nsb W i l l i a m s  



Southern Rocky Mountain District 

Exploration United States 


PO. Box 120 
Casper, Wyoming 82602
Telephone3071235-2511 

August 10. 1987 


Mr. Wayne Zinne 

District Manager 

Lewistown District Office 

Bureau of Land Management 

Airport Road 

Lewistown. Montana 59457 


Dear Sir: 


Re: Comments on the Draft Resource Management Plan 

There seem to be some discrepancies regarding stipulations. The BLM 

manages 626,098 surface acres and 1,329,014 subsurface acres. The
29 tables in the mineral sections for the Environmental Consequences 
Chapter total over a million acres of stipulated land. The BLM has no 
legal authority to close private land t o  leasing which may be within 
the VMNWSR or WSA‘s. Additionally, standard and seasonal stipulations 
30 
cannot be enforced on private surface with federal minerals. 

Regarding the no lease decision for WSA‘s, it seems premature, prior 
to Congressional action, to withdraw lands from leasing. There is no 

evidence that leasing will degrade the wilderness characteristics, nor 

is there any benefit to the process by this withdrawal. The 

statement.“Appropriate protection can only be ensured by closing the 

lands to leasing,” is unwarrented and should be amended. 


IA question arises on the Tables presenting “Constraints on O i l  and Gas 
Exploration and Development“. Do the Low Development potential acres 


31 make up for any difference in acreage figures? 

In regard to the emphasis areas, the BLM has utilized overrestrictive 

measures including inflammatory wording to achieve a protection goal. 

It is not warrented to classify an area in ACEC and then provide a 
32 “buffer zone“ around the ACEC. Will the next planning cycle provide a 

“buffer zone“ around the “buffer zone”? The BLM has adequate 
’ statutory t o  protect and inventory threatened and endangered species 
as well as cultural and archaeological resources. 


No.29 
The BLM manages 626,098 acres of surface estate and 1,328,014of subsur- 
face estate in the planning area. The figure 1,121,467from Tables 4.1,4.2,4.3 
and 4.4of the draft is different from the total subsurface acreage because oil 
and gas ownership has  not been retained on all of the subsurface mineral 
estate. Over half of these lands (58%)are leased under the standard terms 
and conditions attached to all leases. 

No. 30 
The BLM cannot issue leases, with or without stipulations, on federal min- 
eral lands within the boundaries of the Upper Missouri National Wild and 
Scenic River or wilderness study areas. These lands are considered closed to 
oil and gas leasing as a result of legislation dealing with these respective 
land categories. The BLM is not proposing, nor does it have the authority to 
propose, the curtailment of private mineral development i n  the Upper Mis- 
souri National Wild and Scenic River or wilderness study areas. Please refer 
to the minerals portion of Management Common To All Alternatives dis- 
cussion in  Chapter 2 of this documen t. 
The BLM does not have the legal authority to regulate how a surface owner 
manages his or her property. In all cases, the stipulations prescribed for 
federal mineral development in split estate situations apply only to the 
development of the federal minerals. These stipulations do not dictate sur- 
face management. 
The mitigation measures present no restrictions on surface activities con- 
ducted for purposes other than those mineral development activities which 
are permitted, licensed, or otherwise approved by the Bureau of Land Man- 
agement. One of the purposes of proposing such lease stipulations is to 
preserve the surface resources so that the surface owner can manage them 
as he or she chooses. 
The BLM has a statutory responsibility under the National Environmental 
Policy Act, when considering issuing amineral lease to assess the potential 
environmental impacts of the federal action. It also has the statutory 
authority under the Mineral Leasing Act, 1920, and the Federal Land Policy 
and Management Act, 1976, to take reasonable measures to avoid or mini- 
mize adverse environmental impacts that may result from federally autho- 
rized mineral leasing activities. This authority exists regardless of whether 
the surface is federally owned or not. 
The Mineral Leasing Act, 1920, and the FLPMA, 1976, are not the only 
statutes that establish such authority. Other statutes that apply include the 
Clean Water Act, the Clean Air Act, the National Historic Preservation Act, 
the Endangered Species Act, 1973, the Federal Coal Leasing Amendments 
Act, 1976, and the Surface Mining Control and Reclamation Act, 1977. 
Please refer to the minerals portions of Chapter 2 for more information. 

No.31 

There are only two categories of oil and gas development potential within 
the HiLine area “moderate” and “high”. The tables in Chapter 4 of the draft 
have been revised and are shown in the appropriate errata locations in this 
document. The acreage does not equal the total subsurface acreage because 
oil and gas ownership has not always been retained. 
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M r .  Wayne Zinne 
August 10. 1987 
Page 2 

Turning t o  t h e  Appendices, t h e r e  a r e  no s t anda rd  o r  s easona l  
s t i p u l a t i o n s  ou t l ined .  It would be h e l p f u l  t o  l i s t  t h e  s t i p u l a t i o n s  

33 t o  be  used. 

The i n f l e x i b i l i t y  of i nc lud ing  s p e c i f i c s  i n  t h e  p lan  under Appendix 
2.2, may cause  problems i n  t h e  f u t u r e .  The exac t  seed mix descr ibed  
under t h i s  Appendix could no t  p o s s i b l y  work f o r  over  h a l f  a m i l l i o n  
a c r e s  of BLM adminis te red  su r face .  Some f l e x i b i l i t y  must be 
incorpora ted  o r  when va r i ances  do  occur ,  a p lan  amendment w i l l  be 
necessary .  

Thank you f o r  t h e  oppor tuni ty  t o  comment on t h i s  p lan  and we hope you 
inco rpora t e  these sugges t ions .  

S i n c e r e l v ,  

Bradley G. Penn 
Land/Environmental Coordina tor  

BGP f e n  

cc :  M. M. Wade 
J. V. P o l i s i n i  
R. K. B i t t e r  

Management Zones (“Buffer Zones”) around Areas of Critical Environmen- 
tal Concern have been deleted from consideration in this RMP. However, the 
BLM ismandated to take reasonable measures to avoid or  minimize adverse 
environmental impacts that may result from federally authorized mineral 
leasing activities. This authority exists regardless of whether the surface is 
federally owned or not. The Rocky Mountain Front Raptor Guidelines will 
be applied to federal mineral development in the raptor habitat areas, 

, regardless of surface ownership (see Appendix 2.2). 

No. 33 

Some standard or seasonal stipulations were inadvertently left out of the 
draft document. Stipulations related to oil and gas activity have been 
revised and are now included in Appendix 2.2. 
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Wayne Zinne 
D i s t r i c t  Manager 
Lewistown D i s t r i c t  Of f i ce  
Bureau of Land Management 
Ai rpo r t  Road 
Lewistown, Montana 
59457 

Dear S i r :  

August 24,  1987 
Whi t l a s h ,  Montana 

P lease  f i n d  i n  the  fo l lowing  paragraphs  comments on t h e  
RMP/EIS West HiLine D r a f t .  I a t t ended  t h r e e  of your pub l i c  
meet ings ,  Grea t  F a l l s ,  J u l y  14 ,  Shelby, J u l y  15, and Ches t e r ,  
J u l y  16.  The fo l lowing  a r e  comments on d i f f e r e n t  s u b j e c t s  o f  
t h e  con ten t s  o f  t he  document p e r t a i n i n g  t o  t h e  Sweet Grass 
H i l l s  where I own a r anch  wi th  my f a t h e r .  

A s  t o  t h e  o f f  road  v e h i c l e  management i n  t h e  Sweet Grass 
H i l l s ,  my choice  of a l t e r n a t i v e s  would be a l t e r n a t i v e  C .  
Because of t h e  problem of weed c o n t r o l  on p u b l i c  and p r i v a t e  
ad jo in ing  l a n d  being spread by v e h i c l e s .  The danger o f  
f i r e  t o  p u b l i c  and p r i v a t e  a d j o i n i n g  l and  t h a t  can  be caused 
by O R V ' s .  A l s o  t he  s o i l  e r o s i o n  caused by ORV t h a t  would be 
bad f o r  t he  water  shed importance of t h e  p u b l i c  land  and the  
whole Sweet Grass H i l l s .  

A s  t o  t h e  Right  A Way l o c a t i o n s  management of t h e  Sweet 
Grass H i l l s .  I would f avor  t h e  a 1  ve C which would 
exclude West and Middle But te  from communication s i t e s ,  
as it would mean more roads  which hean more damage 
t o  water sheds ,  more weed c o n t r o l  problems, and more f i r e  
hazards .  Any r o a d  t h a t  has t o  be made i s  a permanent s c a r  
t h a t  t h e  l and  w i l l  always have. A s  t o  t h e  communication 
s i t e  on E a s t  But te  t h a t  i s  a l r e a d y  t h e r e ,  I know from 
pe r sona l  exper ience  t h a t  i t  has t o  be c o n t r o l l e d  s o  a s  no t  
t o  g e t  any b igge r  i n  order  f o r  t he  a d j o i n i n g  p r i v a t e  l and  
t o  not  s u r f e r  f u r t h e r  damage on l a n d ,  r o a d s ,  e t c .  

A s  t o  t h e  minera l  e x p l o r a t i o n  o f  t h e  Sweet Grass H i l l s ,  
from what I have seen  i n  t h e  l a s t  40 y e a r s ,  i s  t h a t  2 hours 
of c a t  t r a c t o r  making roads  can  cause  more permanent damage 
t o  the land  by h u r t i n g  water shed ,  cause  weed problems t o  
bo th  p u b l i c  and p r i v a t e  l a n d ,  and a l l  t o  o f t e n  o r  u s u a l l y
f o r  no r e a l  good. Mining can and has a l r e a d y  des t royed  a l o t  
of h i s t o r i c a l  beauty of t he  Sweet Grass H i l l s .  Mining has a 
nega t ive  e f f e c t  on water  q u a l i t y  and quan i ty  which i s  v i t a l  f o r  
t he  pub l i c  and p r i v a t e  land  a s  we l l  as f o r  t he  people making 
a l i v i n g  on those  l ands .  Mining on p u b l i c  land  a l s o  pushes 
t h e  wild l i f e  o f f  p u b l i c  land  and on t o  a d j o i n i n g  p r i v a t e  land  
which p u t s  a hardship  on landowners by caus ing  more damage t o  
vege ta t ion  on  p r i v a t e  l and .  By w i l d l i f e  be ing  pushed o f f  pub l i c  

land~ a ~ i ? ~ ~ g B t f J r e h ~ ~ b t ~ C m h a ~ P g l e e ~ ~ e C t ; t ~ " n ~ ~ t ~ n e ~ d g ~ i ~ h e l m a h dI 

!%%!de the  mining l a w  of 1872, bu t  I would l i k e  t o  s ee  the  
BLM manage i t  and , the sur rounding  f e d e r a l  subsu r face  minera ls  
i n  the m o s t  c a r e f u l  and con t ro l ed  way t h a t  they  can. And with- 
drawal of m o s t  of t h e  p u b l i c  l and  i n  Sweet Grass H i l l s  from 
mineral  e x p l o r a t i o n  i f  they can.  



A s  t o  t he  t imber of  t h e  p u b l i c  l a n d  i n  t h e  Sweet Grass 
H i l l s .  i t  i s  o f  v i t a l  importance t o  bo th  t h e  p u b l i c  l and  and 
t h e  ad jo in ing  p r i v a t e  land  as a water  shed t h a t  s u p p l i e s  
t h e  c reek  and s p r i n g s  i n  t h e  H i l l s .  I t  should be managed 
as no t  t o  be commercialized as t h e r e  i s n ' t  r e a l l y  t h a t  
much timber t h e r e  i n  any a r e a  on t h e  Bu t t e s .  

A s  t o  t he  g raz ing  on t h e  p u b l i c  l a n d  i n  t h e  Sweet'Grass 
H i l l s ,  I know from being  a t h i r d  g e n e r a t i o n  rancher  ad jo in ing  
the  pub l i c  l and  i n  E a s t  and Middle B u t t e s ,  t h a t  g raz ing  
o n  t h e  BLM l and  i s  something t h a t  d o e s n ' t  h u r t  t h e  land  
over n i g h t  permanet ly ,  and t h a t  t h e  BLM management o f  t h e  
g raz ing  has p l e n t y  o f  time t o  s t o p  any damage being done. 
I have seen  very l i t t l e  i f  any damage t o  BLM g raz ing  l and  
over t he  yea r s  i n  the  Sweet Grass H i l l s .  The BLM land  i s  
usua l ly  the  s t e e p  and h i g h e s t  l a n d  t h a t  i s  hard t o  g e t  
s tock  t o  graze  anyway. I t h d k  t h e  BLM should manage the  
g raz ing  a s  they  have i n  t h e  p a s t  a s  i n  a l t e r n a t i v e  A .  

Douglas W. Demarest 
P . Q .  Box 7 
Whitlash 
Montana 
59545 
406-432-5185 



8-25-87 
s i rs ,  

I am s t r o n g l y  i n  favor  of developing a t r a i l  head and t r a i l  
system on BLM Land i n  t h e  E a s t  Bu t t e  a r e a  o f  t h e  Sweet 
Grass H i l l s .  

There i s  a dea r th  of good h ik ing  a r e a s  i n  t h e  Havre Hi-Line 
a rea .  Eas t  But te  would h e l p  t o  remedy t h i s .  BLM a l r eady  
has the  Land so t he  t r a i l  head and t r a i l  is a ve ry  l o g i c a l  
development. 

Thank You 

John E l l e n s  
937 Second S t .  
Havre, Montana 59501 

(Typed e x a c t l y  as rece ived  f o r  reproduct ion  i n  t h e  F i n a l  RMP/EIS) 



13 

U n i t e d  S t a t e s  D e p a r t m e n t  of t h e  I n t e r i o r  
BUREAU OF RECLAMATION 

Mieeouri  Bas in  Reg ion
P.O. Box 36900  

Biil inga, M o n t a n a  6 9 1 0 7 - 6 9 0 0  
1'1 KLPl b 
RIIERTO MB-152 

TiuC 2 G 1987 
Memorandum 


To: District Manager, Lewistown District Office, Bureau of Land Management, 

Lewis town, Montana 

)--?a 


From: c4-Regional Environmenta1,Affairs Officer, Billings, Montana 


Subject: Review of Draft Resource Management Plan/Environmental Impact 

Statement for the West HiLine Planning Area of the Lewistown District, 

Montana (DES-87/16) 


We have reviewed the subject document and offer the following comments: 


1. Page 21 - The proposal to revoke the withdrawal on the remaining 
529.67 acres of the Bureau of Reclamation riprap source is satisfactory, 


gj 34 
provided the 40 acres adjacent to the existing quarry remain in withdrawn 
status as is stated in Alternative A (No Action). 


2 .  Page 29 - We would prefer that the proposal referenced in No. 1 
(above) be elaborated more fully in Alternative D (Preferred) so as to eliminate 
any possible misunderstanding regarding your intent to permit the 40 adjacent 

acres to remain in withdrawn status. 


Thank you for the opportunity t o  coment on this document. Should you have 
any questions about our comments, please contact Mike Erwin of my staff 

at (406) 657-6421. 


$22 5 -3 TQ' &:-: 
4, -4 - c.c_ ,-cy-7/ 
/' 

cc: Commissioner, Attention: 150 


No,34 

The BLM has reviewed the Bureau of Reclamation withdrawal on East 
Butte (569.67acres), and isrecommending that 40 acres of the withdrawal be 
retained. The remaining 529.67 acres would be returned to BLM administra- 
tion and managed under Area of Critical Environmental Concern guidance. 
Please refer to the Sweet Grass Hills Implementation portion of the Alterna- 
tive D discussion in  Chapter 2 of this document for further information. 
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Medic ine  River Canoe C lub  
Great Falls. (Montana 

A u g u s t  2 4 ,  1 9 8 7  

Wayne Zinne,  District Manager 
Lewistown D i s t r i c t ,  BLM 
Airport  Road 
Lewistown, MT 59457 

Dear Mr. Zinne,  

SUBJECT: WESTHILINE RESOURCEMANAGEMENT PLAN 

We wish t o  comment on your d r a f t  management p l a n  and have deep f e l t  concerns 
about  some of t h e  a l t e r n a t i v e s .  We are commenting only on t h e  a r e a s  t h a t  
a r e  of g r e a t e s t  concern to our  o rgan iza t ion ,  mainly those  t h a t  w i l l  a f f e c t  
t h e  Missouri  R i v e r  c o r r i d o r .  

LAND TENURE:, 

We a r e  i n  f a v o r  of blocking up l ands  where it is advantageous t o  t h e  recre-
a t i o n i s t  or important  i n  p r o t e c t i n g  t h e  r e source .  We a l s o  be l i eve  t h a t ,  
even i f  i s o l a t e d ,  r i p a r i a n  a r e a s  should be r e t a i n e d .  ( A l t e r n a t i v e  C or D )  

rn OFF-ROAD VEHICLE MANAGEMENT: 
w 

We would d e f i n i t e l y  l i k e  t o  see s i g n i f i c a n t  r e s t r i c t i o n s  on ORV u se  i n  
important  w i l d l i f e  a r e a s  and a long  t h e  r i v e r  c o r r i d o r ;  also on any r i p a r i a n  
a r e a s  on t r i b u t a r i e s  w i th in  t h e  management a r e a .  Not on ly  are we concerned 
about t h e  e f f e c t s  of e ros ion  and t h e  spread of  noxious weeds bu t  a l s o  t h e  
a e s t h e t l c  deg rada t ion  by n o i s e  po l lu t ion .  The song of a meadow l a r k  or t h e  
call of a wi ld  goose drowned by t h e  whine and r o a r  of a n  ORV is an a f f r o n t  
t o  t h e  s e n s e s  and ind i spu tab ly  i n t r u d e s  upon t h e  s o l i t u d e  sought  by many 
river u s e r s .  

IJMNWSRM: 

V i s i t o r  Se rv ices :  

We f a v o r  A l t e r n a t i v e  D i n  regard t o  implementat ion of  LAC and ope ra t ion  
of v i s i t o r  c e n t e r s  a t  For t  Benton and J u d i t h  Landing. On use of i s l a n d s  
w e  can  see t h e  need f o r  c l o s u r e  du r ing  t h e  pe r iods  ind ica t ed  t o  p ro tec t  
w i l d l i f e  reproduct ion but  they should be open t o  pub l i c  use t h e  rest of 
t h e  year. 

We urge you t o  adopt  A l t e r n a t i v e  C i n  regard t o  i n t e r p r e t i v e  a c t i v i t i e s .  
We are opposed t o  s i g n s  and d i s p l a y s  a long  t h e  r i v e r  c o r r i d o r .  Th i s ,  
l i k e  ORV use,  is an example of  a e s t h e t i c  deg rada t ion  and is con t ra ry  t o  
our concept  of  what t h e  r iver c o r r i d o r  shou ld  be. 
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-7. 

We sugges t  t h a t  a s i m p l i f i e d  and condensed ve r s ion  of t h e  River 
His to ry  Digest  be a v a i l a b l e  t o  t h e  p u b l i c  a t  no or minimal cost 
and t h a t  it conc i se ly  e x p l a i n  key g e o l o g i c a l  and h i s t o r i c a l ' s i t e s .  

The c u r r e n t  River H i s to ry  Diges t  is and exce l l en t ' compi l a t ion  and 
we commend i t s  au thor s .  We would l i k e  t o  see t h i s  work expanded, 
poss ib ly  t o  inc lude  more of t h e  Canf i e ld  d i a r y  on Camp Cooke and 
s i m i l a r  i nc lus ions .  We would a l s o  l i k e  t o  see t h i s  work expanded 
t o  inc lude  some geo log ica l  i n fo rma t ion .  We t h i n k  many r i v e r  u s e r s  
a r e  i n t e r e s t e d  i n  t h i s  aspect of t h e  r i v e r  i n  a d d i t i o n  t o  t h e  
f a s c i n a t i n g  h i s t o r i c a l  comments. 

J u s t  a s  now, t h e  information i n  t h e  d i g e s t  should con t inue  t o  be 
keyed t o  r i v e r  mile l o c a t i o n s .  Th i s  book could adequa te ly  inform 
people without  need of landbased s i g n s  and d i s p l a y s .  We are 
opposed to  any use o f  such dev ices  a s ,  a g a i n ,  they on ly  con t r ibu te  
t o  a e s t h e t i c  degradat ion.  

The d i g e s t  should con t inue  t o  be  a v a i l a b l e  on a loan  b a s i s  bu t  you 
might want t o  make i t  a v a i l a b l e  f o r  purchase. There are ind iv idua l s  
who would be i n t e r e s t e d  i n  owning t h i s  r e fe rence .  

F a c i l i t y  Management: 

A s  us6 of t h e  c o r r i d o r  i n c r e a s e s  we can  see t h e  need f o r  more 
undeveloped sites and p o s s i b l e  upgrading t o  semi-developed sites. 
We a r e  h e s i t a n t  t o  endorse f u l l y  developed s i tes  even i n  t h e  
r e c r e a t i o n a l  s e c t i o n s  s i n c e  they r e p r e s e n t  a n  i n t r u s i o n  of c i v i l -
i z a t i o n  t h a t  w e  f e e l  is i n c o n s i s t e n t  w i th  t h e  c h a r a c t e r  of  t h e  
r i v e r  t h a t  should be  preserved.  W6 endorse A l t e r n a t i v e  A.  

Concession Management: 
i 

It is i n  t h i s  a r e a  t h a t  your p roposa l s  most d i s t u r b  us .  We a r e  
una l t e rab ly  opposed t o  any major concess ions  i n  any area of t h e  
r i v e r  c o r r i d o r .  The concept of marinas ,  RV pa rks  and similar 
concessions is  t o t a l l y  i n c o n s i s t e n t  w i th  t h e  concept of wild and 
s c e n i c  rivers. Even though t h e s e  concess ions  would be r e s t r i c t e d  
t o  t h e  r e c r e a t i o n a l  areas, t h e i r  presence i n  t h e s e  a r e a s  would 
have an impact on ad jo in ing  areas and would c e r t a i n l y  d i s r u p t  and 
devalue t h e  t o t a l  expe r i ence  sought  by many as they t r a v e r s e  t h e  
r i v e r  c o r r i d o r .  We concur wi th  Leroy S c h e l l y ' s  s t a t emen t  a t  t h e  
Great F a l l s  hear ing on J u l y  14 ,  1987, "F loa te r s  want t o  see t h e  
country 1ike.Lewis  and Clark saw it." 

It is inconceivable  t o  u s  t h a t  t h i s  new f r o n t i e r  f o r  development 
should even be considered.  The thought  of  r ap ing  one of our few 
remaining n a t u r a l  s e c t i o n s  of a major, n a t i o n a l l y  known river f o r  
t h e  sake  of a few bucks is a p p a l l i n g .  We s t r o n g l y  suppor t  Alter-
n a t i v e  A .  



This  r i v e r  c o r r i d o r  is a magnificent h e r i t a g e  t h a t  should be preserved 
a s  nea r ly  a s  p o s s i b l e  i n  its n a t u r a l  s tate.  It g i v e s  man a n  oppor tun i ty  
t o  s t e p  back i n  time, to r e f l e c t ,  t o  enjoy and t o  a p p r e c i a t e  t h e  moments 
o f  h i s t o r y  d e s c r i b e d . i n  t h e  River Hi s to ry  Digest .  Rec rea t iona l  develop- 
ments a s  proposed h e r e  would s i g n i f i c a n t l y  a l t e r  t h e  c h a r a c t e r  of  t h i s  
river. I f  members of  t h e  r e c r e a t i n g  p u b l i c  wish a waterway with a l l  t h e  
amen i t i e s  o f  modern c i v i l i z a t i o n  le t  them chose  one  of  t h e  many a l r e a d y  
commercialized areas. Let u s  p re se rve  what t h i s  f i n e  s t r e t c h  o f  Missouri  
River has  t o  o f f e r  and determinedly resist  the l u r e  of  commercial bucks. 

We have enc losed  a n  a r t i c l e  form t h e  c u r r e n t  i s s u e  o f  Canoe magazine 
(Oct. 1987) i n  which some well-known ar t is ts  e x p r e s s  some o f  t h e i r  f e e l -  
i n g s  and r e a c t i o n s  t o  t h i s  r i v e r .  They r e f l e c t  o u r  emotions and a t t i t u d e s  
q u i t e  w e l l .  We are hoping t h a t  t h i s  a r t i c l e  w i l l  h e l p  you t o  realize t h a t  
i t  is n o t  j u s t  a handfu l  of people  i n  our  o r g a n i z a t i o n  a l o n e  t h a t  hold t h e  
a t t i t u d e  w e  have expres sed .  

A l l  op in ions  expressed i n  t h i s  l e t t e r  a l so  apply  t o  management o f  t h e  
Marias River. 

S i n c e r e l y ,  

d . W C Q 4 

James W .  McDermand, Spokesman 
Medicine River  Canoe Club 
3805 4 t h  Ave. South 
Great F a l l s ,  MT 59405 
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Dear Mr Zinn, 


No. 35On the reverse side is a letter I sent to the Lewistown office in early July. 

Your office sent me a copy of the West HiLine Draft. 

While I agree that plan D seems the best the issue of cattle grazing in the 
waterway is not clarified. My cursory reading of the Draft indicates that 
35 riparian habitat will not be enhanced by any of the proposals. Of my 

objections listed on the reverse side, the presence of farms and cattle in the 

UMNWSR is objectionable to and contradictory of an aesthetic and natural 

experience. 


My best to you on your management plans and enactment. 


Sincerely, 


Larry Gaffin 


71ata7 

Dear Sirlms., 


I was fortunate to be able to spend 4 days on a canoe outing from Loma Ferry 
to Judith Landing. I appreciate and applaud the work it took to establish 

this and the larger section of the Upper Missouri as a National Wild and 

Scenic River. 


There are, However, several parts of my experience during this float on which 

I'd like to comment. I make these comments knowing a future plan for this 

river section is in the works, but I am not aware of its contents. 


The waterway is a grand but very fragile facade. Hikes up several of the 

breaks revealed farms and farm activities at the very edge of the waterway, 

thus reducing the feeling and aesthetic of being in another place and time. 

However, that facade was at the point of dissolution because of the constant 

sound and presence of spray planes and cattle in the breaks and at the very 

water's edge. Not only does ranching encroach the integrity of the waterway 

but the quality of cottonwood groves is diminished because of grazing. The 

Hole-in-the-Wall campground was not something many floaters would want to use 

and the Slaughter River Campground was in ill-repair and completely overrun by 

cattle. The latrines were, however, fairly clean and functional at both sites. 


The last thing that marred an otherwise positive and memorable experience was 

the constant presence and sound of military aircraft. The natural experience 

of being on the river was marred by this constant pollution of noise. 


Again, I applaud the waterway, sympathize with your efforts to maintain it, 

and I would be willing to make specific comments for future use plans if you 

are receviing comments. Is an outline copy of the plan available? 


Would you please send the extra copy\of this letter to the appropriate Montana 

agency in charge of the Hole-in-the-Wall and Slaughter River Campgrounds. 

Thank you 


Sincerely, 


Larry Gaffin 

331 Dillon 

Mankato, Mn. 56001 


(Typed exactly as received for reproduction in the Final RMPIEIS) 


Riparian habitat was not an issue analyzed in this planning effort. How- 
ever, a Coordinated Activity Plan will be prepared for the Upper Missouri 
National Wild and Scenic River which will address riparian habitat. Ripar- 
ian vegetation is also discussed in  the Management Common to All Alterna- 
tives section of Chapter 2. Please refer to that discussion for additional 
detail and information. 

\ 

No. 36 
The current river plan is scheduled for revision beginning in--1988, with 
completion anticipated for late 1989, pending finances. The tentative sche- 
dule allows public review of the draft activity plan (river plan) early in  1989. 
Your name will be added to the mailing list. 
Your comments have been provided to the Montana Department of Fish, 
Wildlife and Parks, the agency which administers these campgrounds. 



1860 Lincoln Street, Suite 404 - Denver, Colorado 80295 
303/860-0099 


August 28, 1987 

Mr. Wayne Zinne 
G l s t r i c t  Manager 
Bureau o f  Land Management 
A i r p o r t  Road 
Lewistown, MT 59457-1300 

Dear Mr. Zinne: 

On beha l f  o f  the Rocky Mountain O i l  and Gas Assoc ia t ion  (RMOGA), I 
appreciate the oppor tun i ty  t o  p rov ide  you w i t h  our comnents on the  D r a f t  
Resource Management Plan and D r a f t  Environmental Impact Statement f o r  the West 
HiLine Resource Area i n  Montana. RMOGA i s  a t rade assoc ia t ion  w i t h  hundreds o f  

00 members who account f o r  more than 90% o f  t h e  o i l  and gas exp lo ra t ion ,  product ion 4 and t r a n s p o r t a t i o n  a c t i v i t i e s  i n  t h e  Rocky Mountain West. Consequently, we have 
a v i t a l  i n t e r e s t  i n  how the BLM plans t o  manage i t s  lands i n  Montana. Our 
comnents address several  concerns we have regarding the  proposed management o f  
the Resource Area and the manner i n  which resource data i s  displayed. 

We s t r o n g l y  disagree w i t h  the BLM's dec is ion  t o  w i t h h o l d  lands along the 
designated scenic and recrea t iona l  segments o f  the  Upper Missour i  Wi ld and 
Scenic R iver  f rom o i l  and gas leasing. The BLM r e f e r s  i n  the  planning document 
t o  a f i e l d  s o l i c i t o r ' s  op in ion  i n  Appendix 2.1 as apparent j u s t i f i c a t i o n  f o r  
t h i s  decis ion.  However, t h i s  op in ion  i n d i c a t e s  t h a t  f o r  nonwi ld segments o f  the 
r i v e r  "Leasing under the  mineral  leas ing  laws can cont inue under the 1968 and 
1976 Acts and can under such regu la t ions  as t h e  Secretary o f  I n t e r i o r  may 
spec i fy  t o  e f f e c t u a t e  the purposes o f  bo th  Acts...It i s  noted t h a t  llrnds w i t h i n  
wild segments w i l l  no t  be a v a i l a b l e  f o r  leasing." (emphasis added) 

Upon reviewing the Wi ld and Scenic Rivers Act o f  1968, i t  i s  obvious t h a t  
Congress intended t h a t  o i l  and gas leas ing  be accomnodated along nonwild 
segments o f  t h e  r i v e r  w i t h i n  the parameters es tab l i shed by the  Secretar ies o f  
I n t e r i o r  o r  A g r i c u l t u r e .  The Wild and Scenic R ivers  Act o f  1968, i n  Sect ion 
1280(a) s t a t e s  t h a t  "Federal lands which are p a r t  o f  the system and c o n s t i t u t e  
the bed o r  bank o r  a re  s i t u a t e d  w i t h i n  114 m i l e  o f  the  bank o f  any r i v e r37 designated a wild r i v e r  . . . are hereby withdrawn . . . from opera t ion  o f  the 
mineral  leas ing  laws . . .'I There i s  no th ing  i n  the law t h a t  s ta tes  t h a t  the 
scenic and r e c r e a t i o n a l  segments o f  t h e  designated r i v e r  should no t  be leased 
w i t h  reasonable s t i p u l a t i o n s .  This view i s  supported by the f i e l d  s o l i c i t o r ' s  
op in ion  which was quoted above. 

No. 37 
The BLM's interpretation of this quote from the Solicitor's Opinion (Appen- 
dix 2.1) is that new regulations which deal with the management priority 
given to recreation and preservation must be developed a t  the BLM 
Washington Office before leasing can continue in the scenic and recrea- 
tional segments of the Upper Missouri National Wild and Scenic River. The 
closure will remain in  effect until the Secretary of Interior directs BLM to 
take action on developing the neededregulations and lease terms that would 
lead to a n  active leasing program for non-wild segments. 
The Mineral Resource Management portion of the Management Common to 
All Alternatives section in Chapter 2 has  been revised to more clearly reflect 
the BLM's no-lease policy on the river corridor. Please refer to that section 
for additional discussion and information. 

. 
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We have detected no adequate j u s t i f i c a t i o n  f o r  the BLM's dec is ion  not t o  
issue o i l  and gas leases w i t h i n  these segments o f  the r i v e r .  Therefore, we are  
opposed t o  t h e  no-lease decis ion,  and recomnend t h a t  the  BLM reconsider i t s  
dec is ion  and issue leases a long the scenic and recrea t iona l  segments o f  the  
r i v e r  w i t h  reasonable s t i p u l a t i o n s .  

Another i t e m  o f  major concern i s  the Table on Page 9 where BLM ind ica tes  
t h a t  41,365 a x e s  o f  w i l d  and scenic r i v e r  C J i r i d o r  wauld be managed under a 
no-lease p o l i c y .  When the  r i v e r  acreage i s  added t o  the acreage provided f o r  

38 the wi lderness study areas, a t o t a l  o f  66,885 acres i s  reached. Yet, on 
Table 4.4, Page 107, i t  i s  i n d i c a t e d  t h a t  120,113 acres are being managed f o r  
no-lease. Th is  represents a d i f f e r e n c e  o f  53,228 acres. A d i f f e r e n c e  o f  over 
53 thousand acres i s  q u i t e  s i g n i f i c a n t .  What does t h i s  a d d i t i o n a l  no-lease 
acreage represent and what i s  the j u s t i f i c a t i o n  f o r  t h i s  no-lease decis ion? 

RMOGA i s  opposed t o  the designat ion as Areas o f  C r i t i c a l  Environmental 
Concer (ACECs) t h e  Kevin Rim, Sweet Grass h i l l s ,  and Cow Creek areas. As the  
planning document ind ica tes ,  the  e n t i r e  planning area has moderate t o  h igh

@ potent ia l .  f o r  o i l  and gas. I n  fac t ,  t h e  Kevin R i m  area contains the o ldes t
OD operat ing o i l  f i e l d  i n  the Sta te  o f  Montana. We are  concerned t h a t  such a 

designat ion would requ i re  more r e s t r i c t i v e  management i n  the  f u t u r e  and t h a t  new 
produc t ion  would be unduly r e s t r i c t e d  i n  an area which should be l e f t  open w i t h  
a minimum o f  cons t ra in ts .  

The BLM has t r i e d  t o  j u s t i f y  these dec is ions  by i n d i c a t i n g  t h a t  these areas 
requ i re  a d d i t i o n a l  p r o t e c t i o n  o f  threatened and endangered species, c u l t u r a l  
resources, Nat ive  American r e l i g i o u s  s i t e s ,  and designated Nat ional  H i s t o r i c  
T r a i l s .  However, there  are  numerous s t a t u t e s  which prov ide  ample d i r e c t i o n  on 
how t o  m i t i g a t e  adverse impacts t o  these resources as w e l l  as the a u t h o r i t y  t o  
p r o t e c t  them. For  example, the Endangered Species Act,  the Nat ional  H i s t o r i c  
Preservat ion A c t ,  t h e  A n t i q u i t i e s  A c t ,  and the  Archaeological  Resources 
P r o t e c t i o n  Act. a l l  provide comprehensive p r o t e c t i o n  o f  the  resources they 
address. I n  a d d i t i o n ,  the  American I n d i a n  Re l ig ious  Freedom A c t  mandates the 
same s o r t  o f  p r o t e c t i o n  f o r  I n d i a n  r e l i g i o u s  s i t e s .  Consequently, we be l ieve  
the  BLM has a t  i t s  d isposal  more than adequate a u t h o r i t y  t o  p r o t e c t  these values 
w i thout  adding the redundant l a y e r  o f  p r o t e c t i o n  a f fo rded by an ACEC 
designat ion.  

On page 29 o f  the  planning document, the BLM s t a t e s  i t  "would provide 
maximum p r o t e c t i o n  o f  the s i g n i f i c a n t  and re levant  resources i n  the Kevin Rim,  
Sweet Grass H i l l s ,  and Cow Creek areas . . . A management zone would be39 designated around the Kevin R i m  and Sweet Grass H i l l s  t o  ensure t h a t  development 
o f  federa l  m inera ls  under p r i v a t e  and s t a t e  surface w i l l  be regulated, where 
a u t h o r i t y  e x i s t s ,  t o  f o l l o w  t h e  same g u i d e l i n e s  on the ACEC". 

No.38 

Please r e f e r  t o  response No. 32 for c la r i f i ca t ion .  

No.39 
T h e  t e x t  has been r e v i s e d  to c l a r i f y  t h e  application of s t i p u l a t i o n s  t o  split 
estate. For m o r e  i n f o r m a t i o n  please r e f e r  t o  t h e  responses t o  c o m m e n t s  30 
and 32.) 
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We are grave ly  concerned t h a t  the  BLM intends t o  e s t a b l i s h  b u f f e r  zones 
around the ACEC's and t h a t  i t  be l ieves  i t  has the a u t h o r i t y  t o  d i c t a t e  special  
s t i p u l a t i o n s  on s p l i t - e s t a t e  lands. B u f f e r  zones around ACEC's a re  t o t a l l y  
u n j u s t i f i a b l e  and c a l l  i n t o  quest ion the v a l i d i t y  o f  the actual  ACEC39 designation. With regard t o  s p l i t  es ta te  lands, w h i l e  the BLM has the a u t h o r i t y  cont. granted by nond iscre t ionary  s ta tu tes  t o  p r o t e c t  threatened and endangered 
species and c u l t u r a l  resources, i t  lacks  any power t o  c o n t r o l  pr ivately-owned 
surface uses. The BLt4's d u t h o r i t y  t o  a f f e c t  Nat iona l  Environinental F o l i c y  Act 
(NEPA) m i t i g a t i o n  extends on ly  so f a r  as i t  has l e g a l  con t ro l  over the 
m i t i g a t i o n  measures. According t o  Preservat ion C o a l i t i o n  v. Pierce, 667 F2d, 
851 ( 9 t h  C i r .  1985), a federa l  agency may asser t  c o n t r o l  o n l y  as f a r  as the law 
permits. The BLM i s  no t  ab le  t o  d i c t a t e  surface use t o  p r i v a t e  owners nor t o  
impose s t i p u l a t i o n s  t o  p r o t e c t  p r i v a t e l y  owned surface. 

This concept obviously represents federa l  zoning o f  p r i v a t e  lands and 
should, there fore ,  be el iminated. We recomnend t h a t  the  BLM abandon the zoning 
concept and r e l y  on the laws, regu la t ions  and gu ide l ines  which prov ide  the  BLM 
w i t h  d i r e c t i o n  on how t o  m i t i g a t e  adverse impacts i n  s t a t u t o r i l y  p ro tec ted  

00 areas. These t o o l s  should be u t i l i z e d  on a case-by-case, as-needed basis r a t h e r  
than on a zoning basis. 

We are confused as t o  how much land i n  the p lann ing  area i s  p u b l i c  land. 
The BLM ind ica tes  t h a t  there  are 626,098 acres o f  surface es ta te  and 1,328,014 
acres o f  subsurface minera l  estate.  We are f u r t h e r  confused by Table 4.4 on 
Page 107 because i t  i n d i c a t e s  t h a t  the BLM plans t o  apply s t i p u l a t i o n s  t o  
1,121,467 acres o f  land. This t o t a l  does n o t  co inc ide  w i t h  the f i g u r e s  f o r40 e i t h e r  surface o r  subsurface holdings. I t  i s  our understanding t h a t  the  BLM has 
absolute a u t h o r i t y  on ly  over p u b l i c  lands, where the  surface and subsurface i s  
f e d e r a l l y  administered together. I n  order t o  a l l e v i a t e  t h i s  confusion, we 
recomnend t h a t  the  BLM prov ide  a s p e c i f i c  d iscuss ion  as t o  i t s  i n t e n t  i n  the 
form c f  a supplement t o  the subject  p lan  and OEIS. I t  i s  important f o r  the 
p u b l i c  t o  c l e a r l y  understand e x a c t l y  what type o f  management the BLM i s  
proposing w i t h  regard t o  o i l  and gas a c t i v i t i e s  and t h e i r  r e l a t i o n s h i p  t o  the 
land ownership pa t te rns  w i t h i n  the West H iL ine  p lann ing  area. 

We are a l s o  p a r t i c u l a r l y  concerned w i t h  the  statement on Page 29 regarding 
the Kevin Rim area which s t a t e s  the BLM "would use the gu ide l ines  t o  develop 
s t i p u l a t i o n s  f o r  new development on e x i s t i n g  o i l  and gas leases". The BLM does 
not have the a u t h o r i t y  t o  develop new s t i p u l a t i o n s  f o r  leases which have already 

41 been issued. The r e c e n t l y  f i n a l i z e d  Guidance f o r  Resource Management Planning 
released by the BLM i n d i c a t e s  t h a t  the BLM has abso lu te ly  no a u t h o r i t y  t o  
requ i re  operators w i t h  p rev ious ly  v a l i d  e x i s t i n g  r i g h t s  t o  comply w i t h  new 
d i r e c t i v e s  es tab l i shed i n  the  new resource management plan. While the BLM may 
request operators t o  comply w i t h  new d i r e c t i v e s ,  i t  does no t  have the a u t h o r i t y  
t o  requ i re  such changes a f t e r  a lease has a l ready  been issued. Consequently, 

No. 40 
Table 4.4 has  been revised. Of the 1,121,467 ecres identified as moderate or 
high oil and gas development potential, 359,129 acres are constrained and 
110,638 are closed to leasing. 

No. 41 
This language has been revised to read: BLM would work with operators to  
apply necessary guidelines to any new activity on existing leases which 
threaten nesting/rearing of state or federal sensitive raptors. These guide- 
lines would be issued as  special stipulations to all new oil/gas leases in the 
area. Please refer to the Kevin Rim and Sweet Grass Hills discussions in 
Chapter 2. 
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t h i s  p r o v i s i o n  i n  t h e  West H iL ine  RMP i s  i l l e g a l ,  and we urge the BLM t o  remove 
t h i s  d i r e c t i v e  f rom the f i n a l  RMP. 

I n  conclusion, w h i l e  we support t h e  use o f  moderate and minor lease 
r e s t r i c t i o n s  on areas a v a i l a b l e  f o r  lease, we cannot support the  Pre fer red  
A l t e r n a t i v e  because i t  proposes t o  w i t h h o l d  lands from o i l  and gas leas ing  along 
the scenic and recrea t iona l  segments o f  the  Upper Missour i  Wi ld and Scenic 
River. Furthermore, we do n o t  support the  b u f f e r  o r  management zone concept f o r  
e i t h e r  federa l  o r  p r i v a t e  lands. The BLM has been granted the a u t h o r i t y  t o  
p r o t e c t  c e r t a i n  resources by law; there fore ,  there  i s  no need t o  set  an 
unnecessary precedent by i n s t i t u t i n g  management zones around the  proposed 
ACEC's. This same argument app l ies  t o  t h e  BLM's proposed ACEC's. There i s  no 
need f o r  an ACEC des ignat ion  i n  areas which are s t a t u t o r i l y  p ro tec ted  by law. 
Such a des ignat ion  could cause the BLM t o  preclude important o i l  and gas 
a c t i v i t i e s  i n  the  fu tu re ,  and e s p e c i a l l y  g iven  the  f a c t  t h a t  one o f  these areas 
i s  a known o i l  and gas producing area, we are  opposed t o  any such p r o h i b i t i o n s .  

Thank you f o r  your cons idera t ion  o f  our  comnents. Should you wish t o  
discuss any o f  them i n  f u r t h e r  d e t a i l ,  p lease do no t  h e s t i t a t e  t o  contact  me. 

P u b l i c  Lands D i r e c t o r  u 
AFB: cw 
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Memorandum 


To: Wayne Zinne, District Manager, Lewistown District Office, 

Bureau of Land Management, Lewistown, Montana 


From: Associate Regional Director, Planning and Resource Preservation, ' 
Rocky Mountain Region 


Subject: Comments on the draft Environmental Impact Statement/Resource 

Management Plan, West HiLine Planning Area (BLM) (DES 87/16) 


The subject document presents a thorough analysis of the options available to 

Bureau of Land Management managers in the Lewistown, Montana, District/West 
HiLine Planning Area. The preferred alternative presents a balanced program 

of land disposal and exchange, recreational use, provision for preservation 
of key areas, and other appropriate resource management activities. 

Especially noteworthy are the well-thought-out plans for the Upper Missouri 

Wild and Scenic River. 


It is not often that we have the opportunity to review, from any agency, such 

a well-written, concise environmental statement. It is further enhanced by 

the clean, uncluttered graphics and the outstanding line drawings. 


We look forward to receipt of the final Environmental Impact Statement/ 
Resource Management Plan for the West HiLine Planning Area. 




J e f f  L w e n  
601 lTorth Third 
?+Assoula,1, on t  59802 

Auij'ust 27, 1907 

Wayne Zinne 
D i s t r i c t  NLanWer 

Lewis tom D i s t r i c t ,  8LI.l 
A i rpo r t  ?toad 

Levristorm, LIont. 59457 

g e a r  Iu-.  Zinne: 

The fo l lowing  a r e  my coiments on t h e  d r a f t  3 e s t  i i i l i n e  Aesource 
Management Plan. I in t end  t o  conf ine  ny i-emarks t o  t h e  LLissouri 
River  por';ion of t h e  d.raft .  Y hank you for t h e  o p p o r t u i i t y  t o  
p a r t i c i p a t e  i n  t h i s  p lanning  process .  

I was born a d  r a i s e d  i n  e a s t e r n  !.iontana sild I have f l o a t e d  t h e  
I.:issouri 3 i v e r  r e ,u l a r ly  s ince  I was seven. I ' v e  seen  nlany changes 
on t h e  r i v e r  over  tile yea r s  and T have matched th.e 3Lii's i n a n ~ e n e n t  
o f  t h e  r i v e r  ;./it11 i n t e r e s t .  I b r i n g  t h i s  pe r syec t ive  t o  yo~1.r 
a t t e l l t i o n  f o r  two reasons ;  f i r s t ,  because I f e e l  we l l  i p a l i i i e d  t o  
comment O i l  t h e  plan because o f  t h i s  f a i i l i a r i t y ,  ?nd seco:zd, 
because I understand t h a t  rfhile you e x e r c i s e  a Areat deal of 
m a n a ; ; z r i a l  col-itrol over t he  L i s s o u r i ,  you a ; ~ d key members of youl. 
s t a f f  have y.:t t o  ever  i l o a t  t h e  r i v e r .  
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‘Iihat a r e  teiii2orary exc losures(pg  111 )  a?d non n i l 1  they  ai’?ect t h e  
v i s i t o r  exper ience ,  what a e  peak use  periods(2l;  105 , l  l ) ,  w k i t  is 

43 consiclered a h igh  u s e  s i t e ( p g  1 1  I ) ,  what do you mean by r i g a r i a n  
a r e a s  r e c e i v e  p r i o r i t y  (pc  1 1 ) ?  Flease  d d i i n e  nilat you plan t o  
do and how. xr^ter d l  t h a t  i s  a n a t  t h e  p rocess  i s  f o r .  

The 3U.7 ove r  tne yea r s  h a s  c o n s t a n t l y  shown a b i a s  towarZs over  
deve loping  r e c r e a t i o n  s i t e s  along t h e  r i v e r .  .Unfo r tuna te ly ,  t h e  
p r e f e r r e d  a l t e r i i a t i v t  for t h e  X 2  perpe tu . s tes  this poor  :>laaiir=b. 

I read  ~.iiCh shock t h e  3 G . l ~plans t o  upzrade  undeveloped ca.:yi,ng 
s i t e s ,  T%is i s  2randiose  a i d  overdone. If you exz-. ine o t l le r  lvild 

No. 42 
Temporary livestock exclosures and selective grazing would be used within 
the Cow Creek Area of Critical Environmental Concern in Alternatives C 
and D. Exclosures would be constructed around high-use recreation sites 
within the Upper Missouri National Wild and Scenic River in Alternative D. 
These methods would be implemented in Cow Creek to allow riparian vege- 
tation to reestablish and in  the Upper Missouri National Wild and Scenic 
River to provide a more pleasant experience in highly used recreation sites 
along the river. 

No. 43 
The temporary exclosures referred to on page 111of the draft would be a 
fence, either electric or jack-leg. Their intent would be to keep livestock out of 
portions of recreation sites. The peak (human) use periods refer to the 
primary recreation use season, which is from the weekend befoke Memorial 
Day through the weekend after Labor Day. The high-use sites are recreation 
sites identified as semi-developed in the draft document. 
On page 11the word “may” was changed to “will”. These riparian areas will 
be prioritized in the revised river plan. 
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r i T j p r s  :TOI-I. ,:,illf i n d  t h a t  -Ljiis l e v e l  of e lognent  i s  u 3 e . r d  of 

on r ivers a i t h  use  I.e:-els t h a t  f a r  o u t s t  r e c r e a t i o n  use on tiie 

1,iissouri. i t t e m p t s  $0  j u s t i f y  t h i s  over 6.eveloprient n i t h  claims 
of s a n i t a t i o n  probleins :lave a h o l l o w  riiig. "ne ;iJ.:'s b e s t  p , b l i c '  
con tac t  t o o l  is t h e  f l o e t e r s  gu ide  zit. y e t  no where i n  tiie Luide does Noo44 
t h e  5U.I o u t l i n e  proper s a i i t a t i o n  aizd minilnun impact campiizg 

ues. > ? t h e m o r e  i n  my dozens o f  t r i p s  doym t h e  r i v e r  t h e  The decisions in the RMP would beimplemented in 10to 15years, depending 
on budget, staff, public demand for facilities, and necessary resource protec- angers iiave g e t  to oiice approach [ : e  with  such i n s t r u c t i o n s .  tion along the river. 

:,'ihyt h e  rush  t o  develop s i t e s  ivitiiout first a t t m P t i n g  l e s s  d r a s t i c  Inadequate funding would affect time and implementation of the manage- 
ape r  a l t e r n a t i v e s ?  I n c i d e c t l y ,  how does t h e  :<L:p1,a.n to p ; u ~  ment actions and project proposals. Other options available for funding 

f o r  t h e s e  developments ,;hen you a r e  w a b l e  t o  even f i e l d  an a d e p a t e  developments include public contributions, cooperative agreements with 
private organizations, private sector initiatives and volunteers. 

r i v e r  r a n s e r  staff? P lease  be s p e c i f i c .  

On i-elated r e c r e a t i o n  i s s u e s  i n  t h e  IUZ: Ze fe r r ing  t o  page 30, h0.w No.45 
does t h e  BLM p lan  t o  d i f f e r e n t i a t e  between impacts caused by people 

The intent of temporary exclosures around high use recreation sites on the and t h a t  o f  cowso Bare area is  i n d i c a t i v e  o f  an ove r  used s i t e ,  Upper Missouri National Wild and Scenic River would be to provide a more 
b u t  I s w g e s t  t h a t  m o s t  o f  t h a t  denude(!. a r e a  i s  caused by c a t t l e  pleasant recreational experience. 
use. .Us0 could you p l e a s e  e x p l a i n  t o  ne why managerAent chooses The proposed alternative has  been revised and does not limit the capacity 

for outfitter operations on the Upper Missouri National Wild and Scenic 302 as a n  appropr i a t e  use  l e v e l  for o u t f i t t e r s ?  :;list exac t ly  i s  
River. Carrying capacity would be based on the limits of acceptable change. 

t h e  f a c t u a l  b a s i s  f o r  t h i s  value? For more information, see the Alternative D discussion in Chapter 2 of this 
document. 

With regard t o  c u l t u r d l  resolirce management, I b e l i e v e  i t  i s  a 
mistake t o  dra,;l a t t e n t i o n  t o  c u l t u r a l  s i t e s  through t h e  propoiied 
i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  and signing. This  could only l e a d  t o  increased  
vandalism and a r educ t ion  i n  t h e  whole s p i r i t  of s e l f  d i scovery  
t h a t  i s  s o  irnilortant t o  t h e  v i s i t o r  exper ience  on t l ie i i i s sou r i .  
Leading people by t h e  hand has  no p l a c e  on a wild r i v e r .  

By way o f  c los ing ,  I would l i k e  t o  say t h a t  I f e e l  t h e  p re fe r r ed  
a l t e r n a t i v e  i s  f u n d k e n t a l l y ,  and f a t a l l y  flawed. The "C"  a l t e r n a t i v e  
appears t o  b e s t  r e f l e c t  t h e  e c o l o g i c a l  a i d  economic r e a l i t i e s  of t h e  
~3?;J.T;'ISROI a l s o  t h i n k  i t  w a s  an unfo r tmia t e  mis take  t o  inc lude  p lanning  
f o r  a n a t i o n a l  wild and s c e n i c  r i v e r  i n  a r e s o u x e  a r e a  3D. The 
appeal. of t h e  Llissouri  River  p o r t i o n  o f  t h i s  draf t  w i l l  need le s s ly  
stall  t h e  e n t i r e  iUdP. 
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,ENERAL orriccs ~ O ~ A A S T L I R O A D W A Y .  MONTANA 59701 o TELEPHONEIIMJ723 JIZIBUTC 

August 28,  1987 

M r .  Wayne Z i n n e  
D i s t r i c t  Manager
Bureau of  Land Management 
Lewistown D i s t r i c t  
Ai rpor t  Road 
Lewistown, MT 59457 

Dear M r .  Zinne: 

Thank you f o r  t h e  opportuni ty  t o  comment on t h e  D r a f t  W e s t  
HiLine Resource Management Plan,  Environmental Impact 
Statement (EIS) .  

The Montana Power Company (MPC) c u r r e n t l y  provides  e l e c t r i c a l  
and gas service t o  customers wi th in  the W e s t  HiLine Resource 
Management a rea  v i a  an ex tens ive  network of  t ransmission and 
d i s t r i b u t i o n  l i n e s .  MPC must be assured access t o  a l l  
MPC-owned f a c i l i t i e s  f o r  r e p a i r  and/or service. Thus, upon
reviewing t h e  EIS, w e  would l i k e  t o  make t h e  following 
comments. 

W e  commend t h e  Bureau of Land Management (BLM) f o r  recognizing 
t h e  need f o r  f u t u r e  u t i l i t y  cor r idors  i n  t h e  E I S .  We do, 
however, recommend t h e  EIS be rev ised  t o  b e t t e r  r e f l e c t  t h e  
Montana Department of Natural  Resources and Conservat ion’s  
major f a c i l i t y  s i t i n g  r u l e s  a s  posted i n  the Montana Major 
F a c i l i t y  S i t i n g  A c t  (MMFSA). For i n s t a n c e ,  c l e a r l y  def ined 
c o r r e l a t i o n s  between BLM’s terminology, i . e . ,  avoidance a rea ,  
a rea  of c r i t i c a l  environmental concern, e tc . ,  and t h a t  of t h e  
MMFSA, i . e . ,  exclusion a r e a ,  s e n s i t i v e  a r e a ,  e t c . ,  would help 
expedi te  f u t u r e  l i n e a r  f a c i l i t y  a p p l i c a t i o n s  that  may be 
required when t h e  a r e a ’ s  n a t u r a l  resources  become more 

i a c t i v e l y  sought a f t e r .  

The EIS does n o t  d i f f e r e n t i a t e  between t h e  e f f e c t s  of small 
t ransmission l i n e s ,  such a s  50 kV and l a r g e  t ransmission 
l i n e s  l i k e  500 kVs. The impacts t h a t  t h e s e  l i n e s  have on t h e  
environment a r e  extremely d i f f e r e n t  and should be so noted i n  
t h e  f i n a l  E I S .  

No.46 
The administrative language for the Montana Major Facility Siting Act 
(MMFSA) has  the following correlation with BLM’s terminology: 

BLM MMFSA 
Exclusion Areas Exclusion Area 

Avoidance Areas 
Sensitive Area 

Windows No apparent corresponding definition. 
For definitions, please refer to the glossary portion of this document. 

No. 47 
The draft RMP did not differentiate between small and large electrical 
transmission lines. The term transmission line in the RMPrefers to all types 
of transmission facilities. 
The reason for the lack of a definition is because a 69 KV line or an 8 inch 
pipeline can have the same surface or visual impacts as a 230 KV line or 
16-inch pipeline. Site specific impacts would be considered when BLM 
reviews right-of-way grant requests. 
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MI-. Wayne Z i n n e  
August 28, 1987 
Page 2 

Map 4, which d e p i c t s  off-road v e h i c l e  use and right-of-ways 
wi th in  t h e  resource management a rea ,  i n c o r r e c t l y  p o r t r a y s  
MPC's t ransmission l i n e s .  Addit ional ly ,  both t ransmission 
lines and highways are depic ted  by r e d  l i n e s  on the map.
This  could be confusing t o  those unfami l ia r  with e i t h e r ,  and 
could be e a s i l y  solved by making a b e t t e r  d i s t i n c t i o n  between 
the two with s l a s h e s ,  dashes, etc. W e  have provided two 
c u r r e n t  MPC System Maps, i . e . ,  one f o r  electrical t ransmission 
and one f o r  e l e c t r i c a l  t ransmission and gas  lines f o r  your 
reference.  

IW e  assume t h a t  t h e  Department o f  Nat ional  Resources and 
Conservation should read Department o f  Natural  Resources and 
Conservation under I ssue  No. 3: Right-of-wayLocation on

49 page 6 of t h e  E I S .  

W e  apprec ia te  this opportuni ty  t o  comment. Please send any 
subsequent information t o  Elv in  Fitzhugh. 

D. M. Sprdgue? Manager 
Environmental Department 

DMS/EF/lh 
1

Enclosures 

180912 


No.48 
The intent of Map 4 is to show the occupied corridors as shown in the 
Western Regional Corridors Study, 1986.The intent was not to show indi- 
vidual systems. Therefore, not all of Montana Power Company's system is 
shown. Information received during the public comment period resulted in 
BLM adding the Western Area Power Administration transmission line 
from Conrad to Shelby to Map 4 of the final West HiLine RMP and to our 
copy of the Western Regional Corridor Study. 
Corridors have been portrayed sothe differentiation between highways and 
corridors will be more easily made. 

No. 49 
The text has been revised. 
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Medicine River Canoe Club 
Great Fal ls ,  Montana 

A u g u s t  3 0 ,  1 9 8 7  

Wayne Z i n n e ,  D i s t r i c t  M a n a g e r  
L e w i s t o w n  D i s t r i c t ,  BLM , 

A i r p o r t  Road 
L e u i s t o w n ,  MT 59457 

D e a r  Mr. Z i n n e ,  

RE: WEST HILINE RESOURCE MANAGEM NT P A N  

T h e  BLM "90 d a y "  comment  p e r i o d  o n  t h i s  p l a n  h a s  e n d e d .  T h i s  
time f r a m e  a p p a r e n t l y  b e g a n  when  t h e  p l a n  w a s  p u b l i s h e d  i n  May. 
H o w e v e r ,  a l a r g e  p e r c e n t a g e  o f  i n t e r e s t e d  p e o p l e  d i d  n o t  b e c o m e  
a w a r e  o f  t h e  p l a n  u n t i l  t h e  p u b l i c  m e e t i n g s  were h e l d  i n  l a t e  
J u l y .  I n  e f f e c t ,  t h i s  g a v e  t h e m  o n l y  f i v e  o r  s i x  w e e k s  t o  
c o m m e n t .  

T h e  t i m e  a l l o t t e d ,  m o s t l y  e n c o m p a s s i n g  t h e  m o n t h  o f  A u g u s t ,  
i s  a p r i m e  v a c a t i o n  t i m e  f o r  many w h i c h  m a k e s  i t  d i f f i c u l t  
t o  i n f o r m  i n t e r e s t e d  p e o p l e  a n d  g i v e  t h e m  t i m e  t o  r e s p o n d .  

We r e s p e c t f u l l y  a s k  t h a t  y o u  g r a n t  a n  e x t e n s i o n  t o  y o u r  
comment  d e a d l i n e .  We s u g g e s t  O c t o b e r  1 5 t h  a s  a r e a s o n a b l e  
a n d  a d e q u a t e  d a t e .  F rom w h a t  we u n d e r s t a n d ,  p u b l i c  comment  
i s  a n d  s h o u l d  b e  a m a j o r  f a c t o r  i n  y o u r  a g e n c y ' s  d e c i s i o n s .  

We a r e  aware o f  s e v e r a l  g r o u p s  who a r e  s i n c e r e l y  i n t e r e s t e d  
i n  t h e  p l a n  a n d  a r e  w o r k i n g  o n  c o m m e n t s  a t  t h i s  t i m e .  T h e i r  
i n t e r e s t s  s u r e l y  m u s t  b e  c o n s i d e r e d .  An o f f i c i a l  e x t e n s i o n  
o f  t h e  comment  p e r i o d  is c e r t a i n l y  i n  t h e  p u b l i c ' s  i n t e r e s t .  

T h a n k  y o u  f o r  y o u r  c o n s i d e r a t i o n .  

S i n c e r e l y  y o u r s ,  

James W .  McDermand,  S p o k e s m a n  
M e d i c i n e  R i v e r  C a n o e  C l u b  
3805 4 t h  Ave.  S o u t h  
G r e a t  F a l l s ,  MT 5 9 4 0 5  

No.50 
We appreciate your interest in  the West HiLine RMP and agree that public 
comments are major factors in  the BLMs decision making process. How- 
ever, in order for BLM to adhere to its planning schedule and remain fair to 
the groups and individuals who have already submitted comments, we 
could not formally extend the comment period beyond September 3rd. 
Nevertheless, we did accept comments for as long as possible after the 
September 3rd closing and made every effort to consider them while revising 
the document. 
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Hill Rte. 

Chester, Mt. 59522 

September 2 ,  1987 

Wayne Zimne, District Manager 

Lewistown District Office 

Bureau of Land Management 

Airport Road 

Lewistown, Mt. 59457 


Dear Mr. Zimne: 


This letter is sent with our comments regarding the exploration being done in 

the Sweet Grass Hills. We request that these comments be placed in the record. 


We are disturbed and opposed about the exploration and proposed mining. We 

are concerned about the affect it will have on the quality of the water and 

its effect on the hills, domestic animals as well as the wild life. 


We are ranchers in the Sweet Grass Hills and are very concerned as our ranch 

is adjacent to the area and we are also on the Tootsie Creek drainage. 


We believe that the BLM doesn't have the resources, interest or desire to 

properly protect this valuable natural area. We urgently request that 

Alternative C be approved. We also request that the additional 520 acres of 

Bureau of Reclamation lands NOT be opened to mining. 

We would like any and all archeological studies done in the area of the Sweet 

Grass Hills prior to the road construction and drilling exploration done. 


Sincerely 

Janine L. Wolery 

Daniel Wolery 


(Typed exactly as received for reproduction in the Final RMP/EIS) 

No. 51 

Currently, there are no mine development proposals for the Sweet Grass 
Hills on BLM-managed surface, nor are there any permits pending authori- 
zation. There is a n  exploration plan that  was approved in 1986, and is still 
active. Mitigation to prevent unnecessary and undue degradation to resour- 
ces would be developed a t  the time BLM receives a Plan of Operation. 

No. 52 
Where necessary, the BLM has performed archaeological studies in  the 
Sweet Grass Hills and has  complied with the provisions of the National 
Historic Preservation Act (as in  36 CFR 800). 
Information on the archaeological studies completed in the Sweet Grass 
Hills was provided by letter on September 14,1987. 
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Ches ter ,  M t .  59522 
Sep t .  2,1987 

D i s t .  Mgr. Wayne Zinne 
Bureau of Land Management 
Airpor t  Road 
Lewistown, M t  59457 Re:EIS plan-West HiLine 

Dear M r .  Zinne, 

Many of us he re  on the  h i - l i ne  a r e  concerned about  t h e  deves t a t ion  going on in 
t he  Sweet-Grass H i l l s .  There seems t o  be no concern  f o r  Indian  r e l i c s  and 
remnants of c u l t u r e  nor t o  the  p re se rva t ion  of t h e  beauty  of t he  h i l l s .  

I would l i k e  t o  be reassured  t h a t  t h e  laws p r o t e c t i n g  such  a r e a s  are being53 I observed and t h a t  we can  expec t  t o  honor t h e  p a s t  as w e l l  a s  t h e  f u t u r e .  

S ince re ly ,  
Mrs Helen Kuhry 
Box 555 
Ches ter ,  M t  59522 

(Typed exac t ly  a s  rece ived  f o r  reproduct ion  in t he  F i n a l  RMPIEIS) 

No.53 

Please refer to response No. 52. 
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Box 361 
C h e s t e r ,  Montana 59522 
September 1, 1987 

Wayne Zinne. D i s t r i c t  Manaqer 
Lewistown D i s t r i c t  Off ice  
Bureau of  Land Management 
A i r p o r t  Road 
Lewlstown, Montana 59LL57 

Dear Mr. Zinne: 

T h i s  l e t t e r  i s  sent wi th  our comments on t h e  West 
Hi-Line Resource Manaqement P l a n  EIS.  We r e q u e s t  t h a t  t h e s e  
comments be i n s e r t e d  i n  t h e  r e c o r d .  

We a r e  opposed t o  m i n l n n  i n  t h e  Sweetnrass  H i l l s ,  a t  
least  t h e  way it is now heinq  done. We have concluded 
t h a t  t h e  BLM h a s  n e i t h e r  t h e  r e s o u r c e s ,  I n t e r e s t  or d e s i r e  
t o  proper ly  p r o t e c t  t h i s  v a l u a h l e  n a t u r a l  area. .perhaps 
it I s  a combination of t h e  t h r e e .  We u r n e n t l y  r e q u e s t  
t h a t  A l t e r n a t i v e  C be approved.  Also w e  s 1 1 h m L t  t h a t  t h e  
a d d i t i o n a l  520 a c r e s  of  Bureau of Reclamation l a n d s  NOT 
be opened t o  mininn. 

We would l 3 k e  t o  r e c e i v e  informat ion  about  t h e  No. 54
a r c h e o l o n i c a l  s t u d i e s  t h a t  were conducted p r i o r  t o  a l l  of 
t h e  road c o n s t r u c t l o n  and c o r e  d r i l l i n n  t h a t  has  t sken  
p lace .  Doesn't t h e  l a w  r e q u i r e  such s t u d i e s  b e f o r e  t h e  Please refer to response No. 52. 
d i s t u r b a n c e s  t a k e  p lace?  We a r e  c e r t a i n  t h i t  I t  does. 

S i n c e r e l y  Yours, 
. . 

' *  c , 1 / 
Marvin E. Krook 

@&4. / g M
Carole  E. Krook 
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MONTANA ASSOCIATION OF STATE GRAZING DISTRICTS 

420 North Calijornia St. 
(40fil 442-3420 

Helena, Montana 59601 

September 1 ,  1987 

M r .  Wayne Zinne 
D i s t r i c t  Manager, BLM 
Airpor t  Road 
Lewistown, MT 59457 

Dear M r .  Zinne: 

The Montana Assoc ia t ion  of S t a t e  Grazing D i s t r i c t s ,  t h e  Montana Pub l i c  
Lands Council ,  and t h e  Montana Stockgrowers would l i k e  t o  comment on t h e  
draft Resource Management PlanfEnvironmental  Impact Statement f o r  t h e  
West HiLine p lanning  a r e a  of t h e  Lewistown D i s t r i c t .  

We r e a l i z e  the  pub l i c  l ands  a r e  under s c r u t i n y  no t  on ly  from o u t s i d e  
i n t e r e s t s  here  i n  Montana, bu t  ac ross  t h e  United S t a t e s  and from 
Congress as we l l .  We do not  envy yopr p o s i t i o n  i n  having t o  p l e a s e  a l l  
these  i n t e r e s t s  a s  w e l l  a s  l i v e s t o c k  pe rmi t t ees .  

However, i t  seems t h e  l i v e s t o c k  indus t ry  usua l ly  ends up g iv ing  some- 
th ing  up when management i s  re-eva lua ted .  On page 10, i t  i s  s t a t e d  t h a t  
the  Bureau of Land Management and t h e  Montana F i sh ,  W i l d l i f e  , and Parks  
w i l l  coopera te  when de termining  h a b i t a t  and popula t ion  s i z e  of w i l d l i f e .  
Landowners should a l s o  be consu l t ed ,  w e  f e e l ,  a s  t h e i r  p r i v a t e  l ands  are 
where most w i l d l i f e  are found. 

I n  regard  t o  r i p a r i a n  management, l i v e s t o c k  can  be  used as a management 
t o o l  to  improve r i p a r i a n  a r e a s .  We encourage the  use  of r i p a r i a n  pas tu re s  
a s  i s  s t a t e d  on page 11. We a l s o  f p e l  t he  pe rmi t t ee  and the  BLM should 

work toge ther  i n  regard  t o  t h e s e  management o b j e c t i v e s .  The improvement 
which w i l l  occur  w i l l  b e n e f i t  n o t  on ly  the  pe rmi t t ee ,  bu t  o the r  m u l t i p l e  
u s e r s  a s  wel l .  

S ince  t h e  pub l i c  l a n d s  a r e  under m u l t i p l e  use  o b j e c t i v e s ,  not on ly  w i l l  
l i v e s t o c k  have t o  g e t  a long  wi th  t h e  o the r  u s e s ,  bu t  t h e  o the r  u ses  
w i l l  need t o  coope ra t e  wi th  l i v e s t o c k .  

We thank you f o r  t h i s  oppor tun i ty  t o  comment on t h i s  p lan .  

S ince  e l y  yours  

q j L R 9 A d  
K i m  Enkerud 

0.55 
The BLM has and will continue to cooperate with the Montana Department 
of Fish, Wildlife and Parks and landowners to determine wildlife habitat 
and population size. 
The text has been revised to include landowners. 
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DONALDR. MARBLE 
I 

MARBLE LAW OFFICE 
W E S T U N 0  BVlLOlNG 

P 0 BOX 649September 2, 1987 

CHESTER, MONTANA 59522 

1406) 7519-5104 

1-8002374891 

Wayne Zinne, District Manager * 

Lewistown District Office 

Bureau of Land Management 

Airport Road 

Lewistown, Montana 59457 


Re: West HiLine Resource Management Plan EIS 


Dear Mr. Zinne: 


This letter comprises my comments on the above described 

EIS and I request that the comments be inserted in the 

record. 


I am opposed to mining in the Sweetgrass Hills, at least 

in the manner in which it is now being conducted. I 

concluded that the BLM has neither the interest, resources, 

or desire to properly protect this valuable natural 

area. Perhaps it is a combination of all three. There-

fore, .I request that Alternative C be approved. Also,

I submit that the additional 520 acres of Bureau of 

Reclamation lands not be opened to mining. 


Please advise me of the nature of archeological studies 

that were conducted prior to all of the road construction 
 No.56
and coredrilling that has taken place. I know that the 

law requires such studies before the disturbances take 

place. Please refer to response NO.52. 

As regards the federal lands on the Marias River, there 

are a great many valuable archeological resources there 

that need immediate protection. ORTV should be strictly 

limited there as they cause great damage. 


Sincerely yours, 
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Ches ter ' ,  Montana 
Seutsmber 2 :  19H? 

Oistrict Mananer-
BLM 
f i i r ~ i o r t  Road 
L e w i s t o w n ,  Montana 5935? 

To w h m  i t  ad:; c o n c e r n ,  

I am opposed t o  any t y p e  o f  m i n i n g  i n  t h e  S w e e t g r a s s  H i l l s .  
The r e i u r n  t h a t  i h e  Town o f  C h e s t e r  and  L i b e r t y  c o u n t y  w o u l d  
r e c i e r e  compared t o  t h e  d e s t r u c t , i o n  o f  an a r e a  { ,ha t  many 
g e n e r a t i o n s  o f  t h e  p a 5 1  and  f u t u r e  h a v e  e n j o y e d  o r  w i l l  
enJoy  i s n ' t  w o r t h  i t .  I #will  n e v e r  uni ler-5t.and i n d t r s t r y  drld 
g o v e r n m e n t ' s  t o t a l  d i s r e g a r d  f o r  t h e  peoeie o f  a n  a r e a  when 
t h e y  f e e l  t h a t  t h e r e  i s  some p o s s i b l i t . ~  o f  g a i n  f r o m  t h e  
d e s t r u c t i o n  o f  s o m e t h i n g  a5 h e a r i t i f L l  a s  t h e s e  isolated 
m o u n t a i n  r a n g e s  t h a t  we have i n  Montana .  J u s t  t , a l e  a l o o k  
a t  Zo r tman  what  i t  is nou and what i t  was. 

CI I u o u l d  like t o  go o n  r e c o r d  a5 f a v o r i n g  A l t e r n a t i v e  C .  
0 cu Cordiel l y  , 

, ',,,, , .I L.. .,,,, L.1-I* .  

Wayne I.. Wardel 1 

Mayor  o f  t h e  Toun o f  Chea te r  
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United States Department of the Interior. 
NATIONAL. PARK SERVICE 

MIDWEST REGION 

m WSLY u n a  m: 
1709 JAW(SON STREEI 

WAM. NEBRAyU 68102-2571 SEP 0 P'1987 
L6017 LCT-MT(MWR-RE) 

Memorandum 

To: D i s t r i c t  Manager, Lewistown D i s t r i c t  O f f i c e ,  Bureau of Land 
Management 

From: Assoc ia t e  Regional  D i r e c t o r ,  Cooperat ive A c t i v i t i e s ,  Midwest Region 

Subject :  Dra f t  Resource Management PlanlEnvironmental  Impact Statement f o r  
the  Nest HiLine Planning Area 

We have reviewed the sub jec t  document from our per spec t ive  as t h e  Of f i ce  
r e spons ib l e  f o r  admin i s t e r ing  the Lewis and Clark Nat ional  H i s t o r i c  T r a i l .  

We noted the connnitment on page 14 t h a t  you w i l l  manage the  segment of the  t r a i l  
w i t h i n  the planning a rea  in a manner c o n s i s t e n t  with the purposes and p rov i s ions  
of t h e  Nat ional  T r a i l s  System Act. You have a l r eady  taken a number of a c t i o n s  
t o  manage the t r a i l  in accordance with our January 1982 Comprehensive Plan f o r  
Management and Use of the t r a i l .  Among t hese  a r e  the marking of publ ic  access  
s i t e s  with the o f f i c i a l  t r a i l  marker, the pub l i ca t ion  of an information booklet  
in 1984 which h i g h l i g h t s  the t r a i l  as  we l l  as  the wild and scen ic  r i v e r ,  and 
development of new e x h i b i t s  and i n t e r p r e t i v e  m a t e r i a l s  about Lewis and C la rk  at 
t h e  For t  Benton v i s i t o r  con tac t  s t a t i o n .  We apprec ia t e  your i n i t i a t i v e  in t hese  
endeavors. We e s p e c i a l l y  apprec i a t e  the  manner in which your r i v e r  manager, 
M r .  Chan Biggs, has  coordinated h i s  a c t i v i t i e s  with our t r a i l  coo rd ina to r  in 
t h i s  Of f i ce .  

We hope t o  complete a s l i d e / t a p e  program about the Lewis and C la rk  Nat ional  
H i s t o r i c  T r a i l  l a t e r  t h i s  f a l l  or e a r l y  next year. We w i l l  provide you with a 
copy f o r  the F o r t  Benton v i s i t o r  con tac t  s t a t i o n .  
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MIKES IGA 

Michael and Margaret Novak 


Drawer H 

U.S. Highway 2 East Chester, Mt. 59522 

4 0 6 - 7 5 9 - 5 m  

9-2-87 

BLM, District Manager 
Airport Road 

Lewistown, Mt. 59457 

Sirs: 


II am opposed to any strip mining o r  major road No. 57
57 construction in the Sweetgrass Hills. 

I favor alternative g of the West HiLine Please refer to response No. 51. 
Resource Management Plan. 


CI Thank you 0 
UI Margaret M. Novak 

(Typed exactly as received f o r  reproduction in the Final RMF'/EIS) 
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September  2,  87  

Wayne Z i n n e  , D i s t r i c t  Manager 
L e w i s r o w n  D i s t r i c t  O f f i c e  
B u r e a u  o f  L a n d  Management 
A i r p o r t  Road 
L e w i s t o w n ,  Montana 59457 

Re: West H i  L i n e  r e s o u r c e  Management P l a n  E I S  

Dear  Mr.  Z i n n e ,  

I n  r e g a r d  t o  t h e  p l a n n e d  s t r i p m i n i n g  o f  t h e  Sweet  G r a s s  
H i l l s .  I am c o n c e r n e d  a b o u t  t h e  e f f e c t  o f  t h e  mining 
w i l l  have  o n  t h e  w a t e r  r e s o u r c e s  o f  t h i s  a r e a .  I am 
t h e r e b y  opposed t o  t h e  p r o j e c t  i n  t h e  manner i t  i s  b e i n g  58 c o n d u c t e d .  T h i s  L a n d  i s  a v a l u a b l e  N a t u r a l  R e s o u r c e ,  and 
s h o u l d  be  p r o p e r l y  p r o t e c t e d .  I r e q u e s t  t h a t  t h e  o p t i o n  
a l t e r n a t i v e  C be a p p r o v e d ,  and t h a t  t h e  a d d i t i o n a l  520 
a c r e s  n o t  b e  open t o  m i n i n g .  P l e a s e  i n c l u d e  my comments 
i n  t h e  r e c o r d .  Thank y o u  f o r  y o u r  c o n s i d e r a t i o n .  

S i n c e r e l y  Yours, 

T r u d y  L a a s  b k a r i  
F a r m e r  i n  L i b e r t y  & u n t y  i 

NQ.58 
Piease refer to response No. 51 
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Box 514 , 

Chester, Mt. 59522 

September 2, 1987 


Wayne Zinne, District Manager 

Lewistown District Office 

Bureau of  Land Management 
Airport Road 

Lewistown, Montana 59457 


Dear Mr. Zinne: 


I
This letter is written in regard to the West HiLine Resource Management Plan No. 59
EIS. We are opposed to the mining that is planned f o r  the Sweetgrass Hills 
and the manner in which the exploration has been done in 1986 and 1987. It The exploration work completed has  adhered to the protective stipulations appears that the BLM has neither the interest nor the resources to protect 


59 this area which has untold numbers of wild life and birds plus plants that are in the approved exploration plan. For more information please refer to 
found in Glacier Park and the Bear Paw Mountains. This is a pristine area and response No. 51. 
a source of recreation for Liberty County and surrounding counties. 


The Sweetgrass Hills is an unusual formation and contains many minerals other 

than gold. Seems they will be leveled just because of a large mining company 

wanting the gold. 


We urgently request that Alternative C be approved. Also request that the 

additional 520 acres of Bureau of Reclamation lands not be opened to mining. -No.60 
We would like any and all information on the Archeological studies done in the 

' Please refer to response No. 52. 
4 6 0 )area of the Sweetgrass Hills prior to the road construction and core drilling. 

Sincerely, 

Jane11 & Wardell 

h 
M.Sterling Wardell 


(Typed exactly as received f o r  reproduction in the Fiial RMP/EIS) 



September 2,1987 


Wayne Zinne, District Manager 

Lewistown District, BLM 

Airport Road 

Lewistown, MT 59457 


Dear Mr. Zinne: 


I am a retired college professor. During the years of my tenure I was much 

involved with both the History and ecology of the Missouri River. I worked 

closely with Mr. Don Dentigney, the original river rat, was active in seeking, 

with others, the wild and scenic river designation for the river and for many 

years participated in a regular scheduled float trip made up of students from 
Northern Montana College. I am also featured in B. Gildent's book on the 

Missouri River. For many years the so called "Floating Classroom" has been 
and continues as a regular feature of the MNC summer program. There is much 

more but I do not want to write an autobiography but to suggest I have had a 

great deal, of experience with the Missouri River of the breaks and white 

cliffs. -

SUBJECT: WEST HILINE RESOURCE MANAGEMENT PLAN 


First let me compliment you and those who put together the PLAN. It is most 

extensive and informative. 


My broad philosophy about the river centers on the perpetuation and 

maintenance of the river as it was in the earliest of historical time. This 

would be the Lewis and Clark period. This may seem somewhat out of touch with 

our time; but I hold with it as an ideal. To me solitude, a sense of past 

times, an unspoiled habitat and a kind of magic that makes up the river are 

the things that need care - sorge - a deep loving care. 

I would be cautious about ORV, pickups and RVs do not mix with the river. 


Signs along the river are not needed. Hand outs or modestly printed maps such 

as you now have are excellent. Reading as you canoe produces involvement The 

process of identification that you with reading and examining maps is a good 

one 


Current Ranger activity at Coal Banks and the Judith Landing are sufficient. 


I do not kn,ow about current campground usage. At peak periods there may be. 

crowding. I have not seen it. Camps at Hole in The Wall and Slaughter River 
could be expanded. That is a Fish Game and Parks (Montana) problem unless 

things have change. Additional sanitation facilities could be added at Eagle 

Creek. Some type of modestly improved campground is needed midway between 

Judith Landing and Cow Island. A water source would be helpfdl. 




During breeding pe r iods  people  should be kep t  o f f  t h e  i s l a n d s .  Oddly I do n o t  
r e c a l l  s e e i n g  any i s l a n d  usage excep t  of lunch s t o p s .  

I have a g r e a t  d e a l  of d i f f i c u l t y  wi th  consess ions  a t  Coal Banks o r  J u d i t h  
Landing. I disapprove of t h e  idea .  I a l s o  t h i n k  t h e  i d e a  is economically61 l r i s k y .  How could anyone make money? The o u t f i t t e r s  who ope ra t e  ou t  of  Fo r t  
Benton - B i l l  S inge r  - do w e l l  and I ' m  s u r e  would f i n d  moving a t r i c k y  
business .  

This r e p r e s e n t s  my th ink ing  on t h e  s u b j e c t .  

Thank you f o r  keeping m e  informed. 

S ince re ly ,  
Harr ison Lane PhD 

I do n o t  t ype  and apo log ize  f o r  my scrawl.  

Phone: 265-7653 HAVRE MT - a r e a  code 406 
Address: 133 8 t h  S t  

Havre MT 59501 

No. 61 
BLM's proposed alternative would encourage private sector initiatives in 
developing river management opportunities. If there is a need established 
for some type of facility, whether it be BLM or private sector initiative, the 
merits and economic feasibility would be assessed under the guidance in the 
Wild and Scenic Rivers Act, asamended, this RMP, and the Upper Missouri 
Coordinated Activity Plan. 
For additional information please refer to the Upper Missouri National Wild 
and Scenic River Management section of the Proposed Alternative descrip- 
tion in Chapter 2 of this document. 

PS On t h e  r i v e r  a s  magic see "The white  C l i f f ,  A Place of  Magic" s l i d e s  by 
Don and Richard Dint iegry Nar ra t ion  by Wm L i s inby  Text by Harr ison Lane PhD 

0 C a l l  o r  w r i t e  
CD El ino re  Clark 

Clark Museum 
Havre, MT 59501 

(Typed e x a c t l y  a s  received f o r  r ep roduc t ion  in t h e  F i n a l  RMP/EIS) 
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Box 296 
Chester, M I  59522 
September 2 ,  1987 

Wayne Zinne, District Manager
Lewistown District Office 
Bureau of Land Management 
Airport Road 
Lewistown, M I  59457 

Dear Mr. Zinne: 

I am writing concerning the West HiLine Resource Management Plan 
EIS. I request that my statement be inserted in the record. 

A s  part of a family that farm just  south of the Sweetgrass H i l l s ,  I 
am very disturbed with the manner in which mining i s  being undertaken 
in the hil ls .  There appears to be no regard for careful building of 
roads, or any attempt t o  take care of the fragile environment. 
Of great cpncern to us is tge potential for disruption of the water 
table with strip-mining. 
wells that are more than l o c a l  i n  nature. 

We, and many of our neighbors, depend on . ’ 

No.62 
Please refer to  response No. 51. 

The unspoiled natural beauty ofthe Sweetgrass H i l l s  means a lot t o  
the residents of this area. 
for a few out of area residents seems to be very shortsighted. 

To destroy that for a temporary profit 

-
Therefore, I request that the additonal BLM Lands in the h i l l s  not 
be opened for mining, and that Alternative C be approved. 

Si~carely, r 

< 

2 I 51 _. <,A-/, ‘i _:‘6.4-

Darlene J. Skari ’ 
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Chester, Mt 59522 
Sept. 2;1987 

Dist. Manager 
Bureau of Land Management 
Lewistown, Mt 59457 Re: West HiLine Management Plan EIS 

Dear Sir: 

I want to go on record as opposing the above EIS . I am definitely against 
Ithe manner in which the mining is taking place in the Sweetgrass Hills. It seems that Federal laws requiring archeological studies are not ob- 


63 served by federal agencies. Perhaps this should be investigated by our 
congressman. 


Please be assured of my continued interest in this sacrifice of natural 

beauty and resources. I request that Alternative C be approved if this is 

to continue. 


. .  
Erik Meis 

Box 52 

Chester, Mt 59522 


No. 63 
Please refer to responses No. 51 and 52. 
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Sept 3 

Dear Sirs 


I am opposed to what you are doing in the Sweetgrass Hills. I prefer

Alternative C to stop the mining and to not open the 529 acres. 

The Hills are the only beauty we have here in Northern Montana and I want to 

see them left as they are as they are nature made. So please stop the mining 
in the Sweetgrass Hills. I can look out everyday and see these hills from my 
house and they are beautiful as they are. 


Thanks, 

Norma Layton 

Box 224 
Chester, Mt 59522 

(Typed exactly as received for KepKOduCtiOn in the Final RMP/EIS) 
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9/3/87 


Districk Manager BLM 


Dear Sir:- 


If anyone must go digging around and then deserting that area in the Sweet 

Grass Hills  I would rather they used Alternative plan C. I believe any plan 
is just a lost investment. 


YOU?.' 

Almira Brevick 

Box 73 

Chester MT 59522 


(Typed exactly as received for reproduction in the Final RMPIEIS) 




BLM 

My husband 6 I prefer Alternate C 
6 s topmining 6 not open the 529 
acres  of the Sweet Grass H i l l s .  

Thank you 
Gary 6 Joanna Standiford 
(Chester Mt.) 

(Typed exac t ly  a s  'received for reproduction i n  the Final  RMP/EIS) 
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Due to the Deadline we are 

unable to write a formal letter 

We are in favor of 

Alternative C 


Dan SCindy Crismore 

Travis & Trent Crismore 

(Typed exactly as received for reproduction in the Final RMP/EIS) 
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Wayne Zinne 
D isi:i- I c t Ysnaeei-
BLH Office 
Airport  Road 
Lewistosn, RT. 59457 

3 c x  Wsync L i m e ,  
T h i s  :rtrel- is i n  I C S ~ O Q C Pt o  t e West i!iLine 3esourcE Management p lan .  1 No. 64 

W4Jl-k f o i  :Libel.ty County a s  'rleed S!lpervi o r .  On a person;! bases I t h ink  t h e  mining 
o8era:iorI i s  a .:teat ai.;take. i have re  he ar-es [ha t  the oiirring is Disturbances greater than 5 acres require a n  approved Plan of Operations, 
proposed ar.d the San ta  Fe cnap:tny has i n  itur.bed a gi-car deal  o f  land. which includes a reclamation plan. The reclamation plan would analyze 
'They w i ' i  have a very  ha1 C I !a? rcclailiin i! 1 ;  t hey  have f i !ed a impacts, and provides the opportunity for public participation when the 64. IrecIa&!on plar: i t  has  never' passed  t h r o u g h  my o f l i c e .  h o t h e ] .  reason t h a t  I t h i n k  identified impacts are significant or the level of controversy is high. How- 
t h e  minirig shoiild be l;miLec! is t h a e  I !lave s w n  j u s t  ho:r d l s t r u c t . l v e  most opera t ion  ever, these plans are not submitted for formal approval a t  local government of t h i s  r;atuve Lan be.  Pow a s  Tar a s  che weed prcbiem I S  concerned 1 would h a t e  t o  levels. s e e  t h i s  are6 become in fe s t ed  with :reeds. A p e r f e c t  exesy!e is tne Rock Quarry on 
East Bucre .  t h e  Quarry W B S  r r r i g i n a l i j  gi-a!ited as  a r i p r a p  sou rce  f o r  rec iaoa t io : i  For additional information please refer to the Mineral Resource Manage- 
p r o j e c f s .  P h i s  g,-ea I S  nou !ieave!y i n f e s t e d  with 5p:gttetl Knapweed and Leafy Spurge.  ment section of the Management Common to All Alternatives description in 
and !s rilas:in:: the  landowner and the  Bureau a f  H e i l m a t i u n  a g r e a t  dea l  o f  money, Chapter 2 of this document. 
and i t ' s  g o i n g  t o  tai:e ineny, nnny yea r s  c l ean  i t  UP. 

i wcu!d l i k e  t o  s e e  mirlrng i n  t h i s ' h l - e a  :>mi te+ , .  :\e ! i l l l s  a r e  t h e  oniy 
p iacp  where A p21'son can gn 2nd enjoy t h e  brau ry  that ~ ; 8 nu n l y  be fouiid i n  a 
mouceinesa al'es wtchout trctvellng a couple o f  hundred r . i e s .  I am from t h e  western 
par t  of  t h e  s ~ . a t e  o r i g i n a l l y  an.? 1 thi:,? c h  t!i,lls compare very  wel l  
with tho  ~ e s t e r nmourains except t he i r  no! Knapweed, Logging Roads and 
Nining crmips, and 2 hop,? t h e  never do . Tl*e : enoiugh of t h e  Sweet Grass  
Hills t o  go ai-cund si) please krrv  the  :mining c a  8 minimum.: 

\ 



United States Region 6. Monlana O l l ~ c ~  
Environmental Pro lec lm Federal Buiiding 
Agency 301 S P a r i .  C i h , V ~ l1 , W G m  

Helena. M ~ r i I m b9%%6:>!)!la-.- ..... 

REF: N O  

SEP 0 2 1987 

Wayne Zinne 
D i s t r i c t  Nanager 
Lewistown D i s t r i c t  O f f i c e  
Bureau o f  Land Management 
A i r p o r t  Road 
Lewi stown, Montana 59457 

Re: West H i l i n e  Resourze Mandgement 
P l a n D r a f t  Environmental Impact 
Statement 

Dear !4r. Zinne: 

I n  accordance w i t h  o u r  r e s p o n s i b i l i t i e s  under the  Nat ional  Environmental 
Po l i cy  Act and Sect ion 309 o f  t h e  Clean A i r  Act ,  t h e  Region VI11 Montana 
O f f i c e  o f  the Envimmiental  Pro tec t ion  Agency has reviewed t h e  referenced 
d r a f t  environmental impact statement ( € I S ) .  

Spec i f i c  comments are attached. Tile f o l l o d i n g  i s  a summary o f  our review: 

Based on t h e  i n f o m a t i o n  provided i n  t l l i s  d r a f t  EIS, A l t e r n a t i v e  C has the  
l e a s t  amount o f  acreage sub jec t  t o  t h e  negat ive impacts addressed i n  t h i s  €IS, 
therefore,  it appears t o  p rov ide  t h e  g r e a t e s t  degree o f  p r o t e c t i o n  to n a t u r a l  
resnurces. 

The management p o l i c i e s  o u t l i n e d  i n  Chapter 2 cou ld  reduce t h e  negat ive 
impacts under a l l  a l t e r n a t i v e s .  However, a more d e t a i l e d  d e s c r i p t i o n  o f  these 
management techniques, a d e s c r i p t i o n  o f  the c r i t e r i a  which govern t h e i r  
app l i ca t ion ,  and an assessment o f  t h e i r  p o t e n t i a l  t o  reduce s p e c i f i c  negat ive 
impacts under each a l t e r n a t i v e  i s  needed. T n i s  i n f o r m a t i o n  cou ld  
s i g n i f i c a n t l y  i n f l u e n c e  t h e  comparison of impacts under t h e  var ious , 
a1 t e r n a t i  ves. 

The West H i l i n e  D r a f t  RNP/EIS should also i n c l u d e  a more d e t a i l e d  
d e s c r i p t i o n  o f  how t h e  commitment t o  meet o r  exceed water q u a l i t y  standards 
w i l l  be accomplished ( i . e . ,  water q u a l i t y h e n e f i c i a l  use maintenance 
mon i to r ing  and evaluat ion,  and review t o  assure m n i t o r i n g  r e s u l t s  a r e  
in tegra ted  i n t o  management dec is ion  making). 
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E x i s t i n g  wetlands resources w i t h i n  t h e  H i l i n e  resource area should be 
i d e n t i f i e d .  A more extensive d iscuss ion  of  p o t e n t i a l  impacts t o  wetlands 
should be inc luded i n  Chapter 4 f o r  each o f  t h e  a l t e r n a t i v e s .  

I n  accordance w i t h  the  c r i t e r i a  t h a t  EPA has es tab l i shed f o r  r a t i n g  d r a f t  
environmental impact statements, we have r a t e d  t h i s  d r a f t  E I S  as category EC-2 
(Environmental b n c e r n  - i n s u f f i c i e n t  i n f o m a t i o n ) .  

We would l i k e  to rece ive  a copy o f  t h e  Record o f  Dec is ion  when i t  i s  
avai lable.  I f  you need f u r t h e r  EPA assistance, please f e e l  f r e e  t o  contac t  
Lee Shankl in o f  s t a f f  a t  (406)449-5414 o r  FTS 585-5414. A sumnary o f  and 
references f o r  s p e c i f i c  p lans t o  m o n i t o r  and m i t i g a t e  p o t e n t i a l  impacts t o  a i r  
and water q u a l i t y  should be  provided. 

S i n t e r  ly ,&FL[%A~!!D 
John F. Wardell, D i r e c t o r  
Montana O f f i c e  



Specific Reviewer: Steve Potts/Lee Shanklin, € P A  Region V I 1 1  Montana Office 

WEST HILINE DRAFT RMP/EIS July 1987 

The Draft EIS states " t h a t  surface and ground water quality 
will be maintained t o  meet o r  exceed minimum State and 
Federal water quality standards". I t  should be emphasized 
t h a t  water quality standards are established t o  protect and 
maintain beneficial uses of water. The BLM's commitment t o  
meet or exceed water quality standards means t h a t  BLM 
assures t h a t  i t s  land management activities dill not cause 
water quality deterioration t o  the extent t h a t  beneficial 
uses will be significantly impaired. We feel t h a t  the only 
way this commitment can be maintained i s  with 
implementation of a strong water quality monitoring 
program. Such monitoring i s  necessary t o  detect water 
quality degradation. Monitoring results then have t o  be 
integrated into the decision making process t o  assure t h a t  
land management activities that cause watershed degradation 
are modified o r  halted before beneficial stream uses are 
significantly impaired. This plan should be developed and 
sumnarized in o r  included as an appendix t o  the €IS. I t  
should include sampling parameters and frequency, and 
analytical methodologies or appropriate references. 

The EIS also states on  page 8 t h a t  . . BLi4 will comply 'I. 

with National and State Air Quality Standards". As with 
the preceding coment, a detailed monitoring and mi tigation 
plan, and the criteria for its implementation, need t o  be 
provided or adequately summarized and referenced. 

Page 8 The discussions of Soils Management should also include 
references t o  more detailed information on the methods for 67 evaluating and reducing soil erosion and criteria for 
limplementation of these activities. 

Page 11 The RMP states t h a t  allotment management plans will be 
developed t o  improve riparian areas. A summary of the 
approach t o  be used would help. We would also like t o  
request a copy of one of the allotment management plans for 68 evaluation. The RirlP a1 so references a Montana Riparian
Management Strategy. We a1 so request a copy of this 
document. 

Page 46 IThe definition of wetlands in t h i s  section identifies 
riparian areas as an extensive subset of wetlands including 
lareas of widely differing features ( i .e . ,  lakes and p o t

69 holes). The variations in the characteristics of the areas 
llisted as riparian or wetlands may directly affect the 
potential impacts and mitigations under a1 1 a1ternatives. 
I t  i s  also n o t  clear whether some areas are considered 
wetlands b u t  not riparian. 

No. 65 
The type of monitoring is dependent upon the type and location of the 
activity. Surface and groundwater quality would be maintained to meet or 
exceed minimum state and federal water quality standards. 
Monitoring techniques, frequency and methodologies will be discussed at  
the activity plan level. For additional information please refer to the Water 
Resource Implementation section of the Management Common to All 
Alternatives description and the Monitoring and Evaluation section in 
Chapter 2 of this document. 

No. 66 
The BLM will evaluateimpacts to air quality, a t  the activity plan level, and 
apply mitigating measures to ensure the continuation of the Class I1 
airshed. Detailed monitoring and mitigation will be included in the activity 
plan. 
For additional information please refer to the Air Quality Management 
section of the Management Common to All Alternatives description in 

>Chapter 2 of this document. 

No. 6'7 
The methods used to make these evaluations are BLM Technical Note No. 
346 (Erosion Condition Classification System) and the Modified Universal 
Soil Loss Equation Method developed by the USDA-Agricultural Research 
Station. 
For additional information and text revisions please refer to the Soils Man- 
agement Implementation portion of the Management Common to All Alter- 
natives section in  Chapter 2 of this document. 

No. 68 
Allotment management planning would consider riparian areas and their 
watersheds as a unit. Strategies to  be considered include riparian pastures, 
stream corridor fencing, specialized grazing methods, winter grazing, use 
by a different species of livestock, and rehabilitation measures. 
For additional information and text revisions please refer to the Riparian 
Area Implementation section of the Management Common to All Alterna- 
tives description in Chapter 2 of this document. 
An allotment management plan and a copy of the Montana Riparian Man- 
agement Strategy was provided. 

No. 69 
Some areas are considered wetlands but not riparian. Riparian areas are 
those areas within wetlands, geographically delineated by distinctive 
resource values and characteristics. Riparian areas are considered a com-
ponent of wetland ecosystems. 
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The discussion o n  page 46 acknowledges the 'I. . . 
distinctive resource values and characteristics" which are 
used t o  "geographically delineate" riparian areas within 
wetlands. I t  would be helpful i f  these areas were 
specifically identified. The criteria for determining the 
"resource values 'and characteristics" used t o  delineate 
these areas should also be provided. 

General Cement This RMP lacks adequate identification and discussion of 
existing wetland resources in the West Hiline area, and 

'potential impacts t o  wetland resources from implementation 
70 of the preferred alternative. Identification and analysis 

on wetland impacts should be expanded in this  €IS. 

Appendix 1.1 

an 


Without knowing how the criteria will be applied and 
prioritization scheme, i t  i s  difficult t o  assess the 
potential impacts for any particular configuration o f  BLM 
ho 1di ng s. 

Table 2.6 - Sumnary Impacts Table 

Many of the negative environmental impacts specified in 
this table could be mitigated t o  varying degrees under all 
of the alternatives presented. The degree of mitigation 
which ELM might be prepared to  undertake could 
significantly impact the comparison between the 
alternatives. I t  would be helpful t o  provide a similar 
summary of applicable mitigation techniques and the 
anticipated reduction t o  the impacts specified in Table 2.6 
which would result from their implementation. 

No.69 cone. 
Appendix 2.4 in the draft RMPIEIS lists the major riparian areas along the 
Upper Missouri National Wild and Scenic River. An extensive inventory 
has been completed that identified the general location of riparian areas 
(Le., permanent streams, intermittent streams, potholes, etc.). An intensive 
inventory of riparian areas within the planning area is  scheduled for com- 
pletion by 1990. 
Riparian areas were identified based on visible vegetation or physical char- 
acteristics, reflecting permanent water influence. Physical sitecharacteris-
tics include topography, aspect, gradient, elevations, soil type, influence by 
permanent water, water quality, and plant community. 
For additional information please refer to the Riparian Area Implementa- 
tion section of the Management Common to All Alternatives description of 
the Chapter 2 portion of this document and the Chapter 3 errata entry for 
page 46, column 2, paragraph 10. 

No. 78 
Existing wetland resources are discussed in Chapter 3 of the draft 
RMP/EIS. However, currently we do not have a complete wetlands inven- 
tory. We are in the process of doing a n  inventory, in cooperation with the 
Fish and Wildlife Service, for the Prairie Pothole Region. 
Wetland impacts, specifically riparian, are addressed in the Impacts Com- 
mon to All Alternatives section and in  each alternative discussion (under 
the Vegetation heading) in Chapter 4. 
Wetlands will be protected in accordance with provisions of Executive Order 
No. 11990, Protection of Wetlands. Under provision ofthis Executive Order, 
the agency must minimize the destruction, loss or degradation of wetlands 
when acquiring, managing and disposing of federal lands and facilities. 
For additional information and text revisions please refer to the Water 
Resource Management section of the Management Common to  All Alterna- 
tives description in Chapter 2 of this document. 

The higher value resource lands language in  Appendix 1.1has been revised 
to clarify that disposal of public land will be done, per FLPMA, to serve the 
public interest. This RMP effort applied BLM State Director's acquisition, 
retention, and disposal criteria to the lands in the planning area. The 
criteria which applies to each resource area is shown in Appendix 1.1.As a 
result of evaluating the lands in  the planning area against the criteria, 
lands were identified for disposal. These lands are shown in Appendix 1.2 
and on the Land PatJern Adjustment Map (Map 3). 
For additional information and text revisions please refer to the Issue 
Specific Criteria of the Land Tenure Adjustment portion of Chapter 1and 
Appendices 1.1and 1.2 in this document. 

No.72 
. I  

Measures to avoid or reduce environmental impacts have been designed into 
the proposed management actions. The remaining impacts are identified in 
Table 2.6. Additional mitigation measures might be applied, if further 
assessment of environmental concerns at the activity plan level indicate the 
need. Appendices 2.2 and 2.6 list mitigating measures to protect resource 
values. 
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Americdn Ruers 
September 2 ,  1987 

Wayne Zinne, D i s t r i c t  Manager 
Lewistown District Off ice ,  

Bureau of Land Management 
Airpor t  Road 
Lewistown, !IT 59457 

Dear Mr. Zinne, 

' 

I am w r i t i n g  t o  comment on t h e  West H i l i n e  Draft Resource Management Plan 
with r e s p e c t  t o  i ts  t rea tment  of r i v e r s  p o t e n t i a l l y  e l i g i b l e  f o r  i n c l u s i o n  i n  
t h e  Nat iona l  Wild and Scenic  Rivers  System. 
Scenic  Rivers  Act, P.L. No. 90-542, 16 U.S.C. r e q u i r e s  a l l  f e d e r a l  agencies  t o  
cons ider  p o t e n t i a l  n a t i o n a l  wi ld ,  s c e n i c ,  and r e c r e a t i o n a l  r i v e r  areas i n  "a l l  

S e c t i o n  5 ( d )  of t h e  Wild and 

planning f o r  t h e  u s e  and development of water and r e l a t e d  land  r e s o ~ r c e s . ~  16 
U.S.C. Sec. 1276(d). I n  our view, t h e  p lanning  r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  imposed by t h i s  
s e c t i o n  r e q u i r e s  t h e  Bureau of Land Management t o  assess t h e  va lues  of poten- 
t i a l  Wild and Scenic  Rivers  on BLM l a n d s  d u r i n g  t h e  p r e p a r a t i o n  of resource  
management p l a n s  (RMP.9). 

c-'
N 
c-' 

Our pre l iminary  i n v e s t i g a t i o n  of a s e r i e s  of Bureau RMP's i n d i c a t e s  t h a t  
p o t e n t i a l  a d d i t i o n s  t o  t h e  wild and s c e n i c  r i v e r s  system are being l a r g e l y  
ignored i n  t h e  planning process .  We recognize t h a t  t h i s  o v e r s i g h t  was due i n  
l a r g e  p a r t  t o  i n s u f f i c i e n t  a d m i n i s t r a t i v e  d i r e c t i o n  regard ing  t h e  BLM's 
r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  t o  cons ider  p o t e n t i a l  w i l d  and scenic  r i v e r s  i n  t h e  planning 
process.  No s p e c i f i c  g u i d e l i n e s  have been i n  f o r c e  f o r  t h e  eva lua t ion  of such 
r i v e r s .  

, I n  a memorandum dated J u l y  23, 1987, however, t h e  D i r e c t o r  of t h e  BLH 
i ssued  d r a f t  guidance f o r  t h e  i d e n t i f i c a t i o n ,  e v a l u a t i o n ,  and p r o t e c t i o n  of 
p o t e n t i a l  wi ld  and scenic  r i v e r s  on publ ic  lands .  This d r a f t  guidance re in-  
f o r c e s  t h e  r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  of t h e  BLM under  t h e  Wild and Scenic  Rivera Act. It 
is adapted from t h e  1982 j o i n t  USDA/USDI in te ragency  g u i d e l i n e s  concerning 
p o t e n t i a l  system a d d i t i o n s  and is  similar to i n t e r n a l  d i r e c t i o n  adopted by t h e  
U.S. F o r e s t  S e r v i c e  i n  Chapter 8 of its F o r e s t  Planning Handbook. 
d r a f t  guidance is n o t  y e t  f i n a l i z e d ,  we b e l i e v e  it c o n s t i t u t e s  c l e a r  recog- 

While t h i s  

n i t i o n  of t h e  Bureau's r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  t o  p r o t e c t  r i v e r s  on publ ic  domain land. 

The Wild and Scenic  Rivers  Act e s t a b l i s h e s  only  two requirements  f o r  
r i v e r s  t o  be e l i g i b l e  f o r  i n c l u s i o n  i n  t h e  n a t i o n a l  r i v e r s  system: 1 )  t h e  r i v e r  
must be "free-f lowing;"  and 2) t h e  r i v e r  must conta in  one or more "outs tand-  
i n g l y  remarkable" va lue ,  i n c l u d i n g  s c e n i c ,  r e c r e a t i o n ,  geologic ,  f i s h ,  wild- 
l i f e ,  h i s t o r i c ,  c u l t u r a l ,  or o t h e r  similar values .  16 U.S.C. s e c t i o n s  1271, 
and 1273(b). 
c o n s i d e r a t i o n  as p o t e n t i a l  a d d i t i o n s  t o  t h e  n a t i o n a l  r i v e r s  system. 

Rivers  which meet t h e s e  threshold  requirements  a r e  e l i g i b l e  f o r  

801 PENNSYLVANIAAvE,S.E. 
SUITE303 

202-547-6Mo 
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20003 
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The s tudy  process  as o u t l i n e d  i n  t h e  USDA/USDI Interagency Guidel ines  f o r  
t h e  e v a l u a t i o n  of p o t e n t i a l  wild and s c e n i c  r i v e r s  and t h e  D i r e c t o r ' s  draft  
guidance is made up of t h r e e  s e p a r a t e  p a r t s :  

1 )  ELIGIBILITY ANALYSIS - E l i g i b i l i t y  de te rmina t ions  should be made f o r  
a l l  r i v e r s  and r i v e r  segments i d e n t i f i e d  f o r  f u r t h e r  study. These e l i g i b i l i t y  
de te rmina t ions  should be made according t o  t h e  s t a t u t o r y  r e q u i s i t e  q u a l i t i e s  
s t i p u l a t e d  i n  t h e  Act ( f ree-f lowing,  and conta in ing  one or more outs tandingly  
remarkable  va lue) .  It is extremely impor tan t  t h a t  proper  segmentat ion of s tudy  
r i v e r s  is made i n  t h e  e v a l u a t i o n  of e l i g i b i l i t y .  The presence o f  d i s q u a l i f y i n g  
f a c t o r s  on one s t r e t c h  of r i v e r  does n o t  make t h e  e n t i r e  r i v e r  i n e l i g i b l e .  An 
e l i g i b l e  r i v e r  segment can be very s h o r t ;  a four-mile  segment of t h e  
Horsepasture  River  i n  North Caro l ina ,  f o r  example, was r e c e n t l y  added t o  t h e  
n a t i o n a l  r i v e r s  system. The USDA/USDI Guide l ines  c l e a r l y  state t h a t  a r i v e r  
segment is of s u f f i c i e n t  l e n g t h  if, when managed as a wi ld ,  s c e n i c ,  o r  recre-
a t i o n a l  r i v e r  area, t h e  outs tandingly  remarkable  va lues  are pro tec ted .  I n  
a d d i t i o n ,  segments of a r i v e r  may be e l i g i b l e  a l though separa ted  by a s t r e t c h  
of r i v e r  found t o  be i n e l i g i b l e .  Likewise, t h e r e  is no s p e c i f i c  minimum flow 
requirement  for e l i g i b i l i t y .  The Guide l ines  s t a t e  t h a t  flows are s u f f i c i e n t  i f  
they  s u s t a i n  or complement t h e  outs tandingly  remarkable  va lues  f o r  which t h e  
river would be des igna ted .  Thus, "outs tandingly  remarkable" s c e n i c ,  bo tan ic ,  
w i l d l i f e ,  wi lderness ,  geologic ,  h i s t o r i c ,  and o t h e r  resource  va lues  may a l l  
e x i s t  w i t h i n  a r i v e r  c o r r i d o r  r e g a r d l e s s  of stream flow l e v e l s .  

2 )  CLASSIFICATION - A l l  segments found $0 meet t h e  e l i g i b i l i t y  c r i t e r i a  
for p o t e n t i a l  i n c l u s i o n  i n  t h e  n a t i o n a l  system should be c l a s s i f i e d  according 
t o  t h e  USDA/USDI Guide l ines  as p o t e n t i a l  Wild, Scenic ,  o r  Recrea t iona l  Rivers. 
The p o t e n t i a l  c l a s s i f i c a t i o n  of a r i v e r  segment is impor tan t  because, once 
found e l i g i b l e ,  t h e  BLM must provide i n t e r i m  p r o t e c t i o n  f o r  e l i g i b l e  segments 
up t o  t h e  l e v e l  of t h e i r  p o t e n t i a l  c l a s s i f i c a t i o n .  Here a g a i n ,  segmentation of 
t h e  e l i g i b l e  r i v e r s  is p e r t i n e n t .  

3 )  SUITABILITY ANALYSIS - A r i v e r ' s  s u i t a b i l i t y  for i n c l u s i o n  involves  a 
recommendation by t h e  BLM regard ing  t h e  proposed f u t u r e  of e l i g i b l e  and 
c l a s s i f i e d  r i v e r  segments. A segment may be recommended f o r  i n c l u s i o n  i n  t h e  
n a t i o n a l  system, or may be recommended f o r  o t h e r  uses  i f  a p p r o p r i a t e  t o  a 
r i v e r ' s  resources .  S u i t a b i l i t y  de te rmina t ions  are based on a r i v e r ' s  resource  
va lues  and o t h e r  p r a c t i c a l  c o n s i d e r a t i o n s .  

The s tandard  starting poin t  for t h e  e v a l u a t i o n  of p o t e n t i a l  wild and s c e n i c  
r i v e r s  is t h e  Nat iona l  Park S e r v i c e ' s  1982 Nationwide Rivers  Inventory  ( N R I ) .  
However, s i n c e  t h e  N R I  does  n o t  i n c l u d e  Montana, t h e  West H i l i n e  planners  must 
i d e n t i f y  a p p r o p r i a t e  r i v e r s  through o t h e r  means such as: t h e  P a c i f i c  Northwest 
Rivers  Inventory;  p u b l i c  i n t e r e s t ;  p r o f e s s i o n a l  judgement; s tate agency 
s t u d i e s ,  r e p o r t s  and informat ion;  and n a t u r a l  h e r i t a g e  da ta .  
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It should be noted t h a t ' i n  c a s e s  where t h e  BLM h a s  r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  f o r  an 
i n s i g n i f i c a n t  p o r t i e n  of t h e  l a n d s  a long  a r i v e r  deemed worthy of p o t e n t i a l  
c o n s i d e r a t i o n  as a wild and s c e n i c  r i v e r ,  t h e  BLM is r e s p o n s i b l e  f o r  
coord ina t ing  t h e  r i v e r  s t u d y  wi th  another  group or agency i d e n t i f i e d  as t h e  
l e a d  agency for t h e  r i v e r .  No.73 . 

We r e s p e c t f u l l y  r e q u e s t  t h a t  you e v a l u a t e  t h e  r i v e r s  i n  t h e  West H i l i n e  The river systems in Montana were not studied for potential inclusion in the 
planning a r e a  f o r  t h e i r  p o t e n t i a l  e l i g i b i l i t y  f o r  i n c l u s i o n  i n  t h e  n a t i o n a l  National Wild and Scenic Rivers system during the original National Riv- 
r i v e r s  system i n  accordance with t h e  d r a f t  d i r e c t i o n  f o r  r i v e r s  planning and ers Inventory. 
p r o t e c t i o n  conta ined  i n  t h e  D i r e c t o r ' s  J u l y  23, 1987 memo, and mandated by t h e  
requirements  of t h e  Wild and Scenic  Rivers  Act and t h e  USDA/USDI in te ragency  Final guidance on handling the evaluation of potential Wild and Scenic 
guide l ines .  We a l s o  ask  t h a t  any r i v e r s  found e l i g i b l e  for i n c l u s i o n  be Rivers in  Montana has  not been provided a t  this time. Interim management 
provided s p e c i f i c  i n t e r i m  p r o t e c t i o n  i n  accordance wi th  t h e i r  c l a s s i f i c a t i o n  -- guidance for portions of rivers under BLM administration in the planning 
wi ld ,  s c e n i c ,  or r e c r e a t i o n a l  -- u n t i l  such time as d e t a i l e d  s u i t a b i l i t y  area has  been provided in the Management Common section of Chapter 2of 
s t u d i e s  can be completed. this document. An example would be land acquisition and limitations on 

ORV use along the Marias River. Upon receipt of final guidance, the BLM 
A s  you can s e e  from t h e  enclosed New York Times p i e c e ,  w e  have enjoyed a will consider a plan amendment or update to evaluate the potential of rivers

p o s i t i v e  working r e l a t i o n s h i p  wi th  t h e  U. S. F o r e s t  Serv ice .  We b e l i e v e  t h a t  for inclusion in the National Rivers Inventory. Public opinion would be t h e  BLM, t o o ,  is i n  e x c e l l e n t  p o s i t i o n  t o  p r o t e c t  r i v e r s  under i t s  own 
stewardship.  We look forward t o  working with you i n  t h i s  impor tan t ,  p u b l i c l y  gathered at  this time. 
supported e f f o r t .  

I f  you should have any ques t ions  p l e a s e  c o n t a c t  me or Jamie Fosburgh of 
t h i s  o f f i c e .  

W. Kent Olson 
P r e s i d e n t  

'.-



------------- 

L.M. PETTERSON, D.D.S. 

Box 1750 


Havre, Montana 29501 


Telephone: 265-6413 

Mr. Zinne, 


I am opposed to commercial development of the Missouri river area. We 

certainly do not need concessions there nor are they desirable. Maintance and 

improvement of camping areas at the crossings of the river is fine and an 

improvement on the visitor experience. Developed RV campgrounds is a 
different matter. 


There was a time in the history of our use of wild scenic areas when the 

policy method was to construct access and accommodations to enhance vistor 

comfort. We have learned that such development works toward the loss of the 

"wild h scenic" we prize. The designated area of this stretch of the Missouri 
is narrow 6 easily disrupted. We are fortunate that the advances of 
"civilization" have bypassed this stretch to date. Lets preserve rather than 

destroy what we have. -

Thank You 


M. Petterson 


(Typed exactly as received for reproduction in the Final RMP/EIS) 




Chevron 
k&& Chevron U S A  Inc 

6400 South Fiddler's Green Circle, Englewood, CO 80111, P 0 Box 599, Denver, C O  80201 

Lisa Flesche Mercier September 3, I987 
Slaf l  Analyst 
Legiilative and Regulatory Affairs 

West Hiline Draft RMP/EIS 
BLM Montana 

Chevron also questions how you can justify closing the recreational and scenic sections of 
the UMNWSR Corridor to oil and gas leasing. The Wild and Scenic Rivers Act only 
excludes wild rivers from leasing. You base your decision on the Solicitor's Opinion in75 

Appendix 2.1, and yet from the information and maps provided in the document, we 
cannot determine i f  all of the recreational and scenic sections of the river are covered by 
that Opinion. Please explain. 

Chevron has a serious problem with the statement in the first full paragraph on page 29 
under the caption "Kevin Rim Implementation," that the "BLM would use the guidelines to  

76 develop stipulations for new development on existing oil and gas leases." The BLM does 
not have the authority to develop new stipulations for new developments on existing ail 
and gas leases. 

No. 74 

The total acreage segregated from mineral entry, Table 2.1, plus the acreage 
managed under a no lease policy, Table 2.2, (110,638acres) corresponds to 
the revised acreage figures given in Tables 4.1.4.2.4.3and 4.4 in the errata 
section of this document. 

No. 75 
Please refer to response No.37. 

No. 76 

The document has been revised to read "BLM would work with operators to 
apply the guidelines to new development on existing leases." For more 
information please refer to the Kevin Rim Implementation portion of the 
Alternative D description in Chapter 2 of this document. 

Northern Region - Exploration, Land and Production 
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Mr. Wayne Zinne -2- September 3, I987 

IWe do not understand what you mean at the bottom of the left column on page 29 where 
you propose a management zone "to ensure that development of federal minerals under 

77 private and state surface will be regulated, where authority exists, to follow the same 
guidelines implemented on the ACEC." The BLM does not have the authority to control 
the use of or impose stipulations upon private surface acreage. 

In Table 4.4, page 107, the acreage figures on which the BLM plans to apply stipulations 
adds up to 1,121,467 acres. Comparing this amount with the figures in Table 1.1, page 2; 
we cannot figure out how you arrived at this amount. 

In conclusion, Chevron cannot support your preferred Alternative D at this time due to all 
of the unanswered concerns and problems that we have pointed out. Thank you for the 
consideration of our comments. 

Sincerely yours, 

&a 

L. F. Mercier 

LFM:js 

No. 77 
The management zone concept has been deleted from this RMP. For further 
information please refer to the response to comment 32. 

No. 78 

Please refer to response No. 29. 
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September 3. 1987 

Mr. Wayne Zinne, District Manager 

Lewistowri District, R.L.M. 

Airport Road 

Lewistown, M.T.  

Subject: West Hi I ine Resour-ce Management Plan 

We are an ac,sociat.lon of over 100 1-iver u s e r s  froin -;outh 
central Montana who fr-equently enjoy the sceinic and hlstur-ic 

resources of the Upper Missouri INational Wild and Scenic 

River-!:JMNWSR). Please consider the following comments regarding 

the draft rnaragement pian. We have attempted to respond to 
specific issues and alternatives where pertinent arid are alsri 

submitting general comments regarding management of the UMNWSR. 


I Initially, we wish to formally protest the exceptionally 
short review pe~ibd. Resource issues within the river corridor 


79 can best b e  studied and understood by floating all or d portion 
of the subject section. The logistics of such a float. make ~t 
impossible for many interested parties to submit knowledgeable 

comments within the review per-iod. We request that the deadline 

b e  extended at lcast an additional s i x t y  days. Regardless o f  
whether o r  n o t  an extension is granted, please consider tlie 
following comments: 


Land Tenure: 

We str-ongly support a policy o f  acquisition. through 

exchange or purchase, of private lands within the boundary of the 

UMNWSR with emphasis o n  riparian areas. No B.L.M. lands within 
the corridoi- should be subject to disposal. Alternative C 
appears to most closely address these needs. 


Off-Road Vehicle Management: 

ORV use within the boundaries of the UMNWSR should be  

restricted to the greatest extent possible wlthin wild and scenic 

sections. The basic values of remoteness, solitude, and silence, 

long recognized as fundamental assets of the UMNWSR, are 

completely compromised b y  the intrusion o f  O R V ' s .  I n  addition, 
the visitor's associations with the rich historic herritage, the 

feeling of "experiencing" history is likewlse destroyed. 

Alternative C most closely addresses these concerns. We support 
the closure of the Gist Ranch road before it drops into the 

Breaks to protect walk-in hunting values and the opportunity for 

solitude at this location. 


No.79 

The public review period began on June 5 and ended September 3; a span of 

.90 days. For further information please refer to response No. 50. 
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Page Two 


Right-of-way Location: 

We support action which would most limit the impacts of 


utility lines within the UMNWSR boundaries. Alternative C is 


preferred. 


Emphasis Areas: 

Alternates C/D preferred for Cow C r e e k .  The close historic . 

association of the "Nez Perce Trail" with the r iver coi-r i dor 
should be recognized in management and interpretat on. 


UMNWSR Management: 

Visitor Services: There does not appear to be any need to 


consider "limitinq" the number of float opportunities at the 

present time. Determination of "capacity" based on "limits of 

acceptable change" is a reasonable approach. Alternatives C/D 

are preferred. 


The visitor sei-vices center at Fort Benton serves a useful 

function at least from Memorial Day through Labor Day. The 

Ranger Station at Coal Hanks also serves a significant numher of 

floaters and shoyld remain open through Labor Day. The Judith 

Landing station is of quest.ionahle necessity during .any part of 

the season. Extension of the visitor services season through 

Thanksgiving does not Seein warranted at any site. Alternative A 

(with the elimination o f  the Judith station) is preferred. 

Interpretive facilities should definitely not include sign5 

and displays on the river. These visual intrusions would be 

"forced" on all visitors regardless o f  their interest levels and 
would significantly detract from the impressions of remoteness 

and self-reliance which are of such fundimental importance. 

I nterprFZ ta t i 0n 0f h istoI- 1c , arch aeo 1og ic a 1 , and geo 1og i cd 1 
resources is very important, hut can be adequately addressed 
through displays at the Fort Bonton visitor center and through 

photos and text in a "River Digest". We recommend that the 

"Digest" be expanded to include keyed maps (perhaps by 

incoroprating an expanded "floaters guide"), geological. and 

archaeological information, and that i t  be made available for 

pui-chase a5 well as on loan. 


Recreational use o f  islands should be discouraged during the 
waterfowl nesting period, but should not be outlawed at any time. 

Use o f  islands, especially during the spring runnoff, is at a 
relatively low level and disturbance to waterfowl would be 

minimal. 


Facility Ilanagernent: Emphasis should be placed o n  providing 

additional undrvelopcd sites at key locations. The most pressing 

facility development need on the river is f o r - fencing ar-ound 
campsi.tes to erclude livestock. Exclosures should also he 

constructed and maintained around young c-ottonwood stands to 

clirninat~ cattle impacts. Alternative C with' thi. noted additions 

is prFferred. 
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P a g e  ThrE?e 

C o n c e s s i o n  M a n a g e m e n t :  M a ~ o r  c o n c e s s i o n  s e i - v i c e s  a r e  n o t  
d e s i r e a b l e  o r  n e c e s s a r y  a n y w h e r e  w i t h i n  t h e  c o r r - i d o r .  
A l t e r n a t i v e  A is p r e f e r r e d .  

H e a l t h  a n d  S a f e t y :  T h e  B . L . M .  s h o u l d  c o n t i n u e  t o  c o o p e r a t e  
w i t h  S t a t e  a n d  l o c a l  a u t h o r i t i e s  o f  l a w  e n f o r c e m e n t  o p e ! - a t i o n s ,  
b u t  s h o k i l d  a l s o  s e e k  i n t e r n a l  e n f o r c e m e n t  a u t h o r i t y  t o  b e t t e r  
c o n t r o l  OHV use a n d  v i o l a t i o n s  o f  m o t o t - b o a t  r e s t r i c t i o n s .  
G l t e r n a t i v e  A is p r e f e i r e d  w i t h  a d d i t i o n a l  a u t h o r i t y  t o  B . L . M .  
p e r s o n n e l .  

I n  a d d i t i o n  t o  t h e s e  s p e c i f i c  c o m m e n t s ,  p l e a s e  c o n s i d e r  t h e  
f o l l o w i n g :  

Ther-e  h a c  l o n g  b e e n  a p r e s s i n g  n e e d  f o r  t h e  B . L . M .  t o  r e d u c e  
! i v e s t o c l :  g r a z i n g  p r e s s u r e s  o n  riparian h a b i t a t  w i t h i n  t h e  UMNWSR 
c o l - r i d o r  a n d  t o  a c t i v e l y  a d d r e s s  t h e  n e e d  t o  m a i n t a i n  and re-
~ ' z t a b i i s h  c o t t o n w o o d  s t a n d s .  Why w e r e  t h e s e  i s s u e s  n o t  a d d r e s s e d  
111 t h e  m a n a g e m e n t  p l a n ?  8o I 

I n  c o n c l u s i o n ,  w e  f e e l  t h a t  t h e  B . L . M .  m u s t  c o n t i n u a l l y  
5 t r 1 v e  t o  m a i n t a i r i  t h e  r e m o t e ,  u n d e v e l o p e d  c h a r a c t e r  of t h e  Wi ld  
and  S c e n i c  M i a s o u r i .  A s e n s e  o f  s o l i t u d e  a n d  a d v e n t u r e  c a n  be 
r ; t = v e r ~ l f  d e g r a d e d  b y  u n n e c e s s a r y  a n d  i n a p p r o p r i a t e  d e v e l o p m e n t  
a n d  m a n a g e m e n t .  I t  is t h e  u n d e v e l o p e d  " w i l d e r n e s s "  c h a r a c t e r  t h a t  
h d s  a ! w a y s  been t h e  f o r e m o s t  a s s e t  o f  t h i s  u n i t  o f  t h e  W i l d  a n d  
S c e n i c  R i v e r  S y s t e m .  T h e  B . L . M . ' s  p r i m a r y  m a n a g e m e n t  g o a l  s h o u l d  

No.80 
The scoping process did not identify riparian management within the 
Upper Missouri National Wild and Scenic River as an issue for this RMP. 
General land guidance for riparian management was brought forward in 
the Management Common to All Alternatives section from previous envi- 
ronmental impact statements. A Coordinated Activity Plan will be prepared 
for the Upper Missouri National Wild and Scenic River which will address 
riparian management in  greater detail. The major riparian areas (listed in  
Appendix 2.4) may receive priority for intensive management during the life 
of this plan. 
For additional information on riparian management please refer to the 
Riparian Area Implementation section of the Management Common to All 
Alternatives description in Chapter 2 of this document. 

b e  t h e  i r e t e n t i o n  o f  
Thank  ynu f o r  

t h i s . s p e c i a 1  c h a r a c t e r .  
y o u r  c o n s i d e r a t i o n .  

S i n c e r e l y  

D i c k  E l l i s  
I s s u e s  C o m m i t t e e  
t l e a d w a t e r * s  P a d d l i n g  A s s o c i a t i o n  
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MONTANA WILDERNESS ASSOCPATPON 

D i s t r i c t  M a n a g e r  blayne Z i n n e  
L e w i s t o w n  D i s t r i c t ,  BLM 
A i r p o r t  Road 
L e w i s t o w n ,  MT 59457  

D e a r  Mr. Z i n n e :  

M W A  w i s h e s .  t o  comment  . o n . t h e . d r a f t  \!est H i L i n e . R M P .  I h o p e  y o u  
w i l l  a c c e p t  t h e s e  c o m m e n t s  i n  s p i t e  o f  t h e i r  t a r d y  s u b m i s s i o n ;  
summer  i s  a d i f f i c u l t  t i m e  f o r  v o l u n t e e r s  t o  m e e t  d e a d l i n e s .  

L a n d  T e n u r e  A d j u s t m e n t .  
N:IA s u p p o r t s  b o t h  t h e  a c q u i s i t i o n  o f  l a n d s  i n  e m p h a s i s  a r e a s  

( K e v i n  R i m ,  t h e  Hi l l s ,  U M N W S R ,  C o w  C r e e k )  a n d  a r e a s  o f  h i g h  
w i l d l i f e  v a l u e  ( e . g .  M a r i a s  R i v e r ,  n o r t h e r n  B l a i n e  Co. )  a s  p e r  
A l t .  C .  a n d  t h e  d i s p o s i t i o n  ( i n c l u d i n g  s a l e )  o f  i s o l a t e d ,  
u n e c o n o m i c a l  o r  m a r g i n a l l y  i m p o r t a n t  l a n d s  a s  p e r  A l t .  E .  

8B O R V  P l a n a g e n e n t .  No. 81 
T h e  f i r s t  s e n t e n c e  o f  t h e  s e c o n d  c r i t e r i u m  o n  p .  6 n e e d s  

The off-road vehicle criteria has been revised. Please refer to the Off-Road 

,
c l a r i f i c a t i o n .  A l s o ,  t h e  e x e c u t i v e  o r d e r s  r e f e r  e x p l i c i t l y  ' t o  
c o n f l i c t s  w i t h  , o t h e r  ( n o n - m o t o r i z e d )  u s e r s  - y o u r  c r i t e r i a  s h o u l d  Vehicle Issue Specific Criteria portion of Chapter 1in this document. 
i n c l u d e  p a r a l l e l  l a n g u a g e .  

We s u p p o r t  t h e  A l t .  C m a n a g e m e n t  p r o p o s a l ,  w i t h  t w o  
m o d i f i c a t i o n s :  1 )  t r a v e l  o n  r o a d s  a n d  t r a i l s  i n  s e d i m e n t a r y  No.82b r e a k s  t y p e  s o i l s  c o u l d  b e  a l l o w e d  o n  d e s i g n a t e d  r o u t e s  d u r i n s  
w e t  c o n d i t i o n s :  a n d  2 )  s e a s o n a l  r e s t r i c t i o n s  i n  w i l d l i f e  a r e a s  
s h o u l d  r e q u i r e  v e h i c l e s  t o  u s e  d e s i g n a t e d ,  n o t  j u s t  e x i s t i n g ,  The decisions responsible for the projected budget increases are primarily 
r o a d s  a n d  t r , a i l s .  the implementation of extended visitor services a t  Fort Benton, Coal Banks 

I w i s h  you  h a d  i d e n t i f i e d  ' t h e  m a n a g e m e n t  a c t i v i t i e s  and Judith Landing (Alternatives B, C and D). In addition, Alternative C 
'82 1 r e s p o n s i b l e  f o r  t h e  p r o j e c t e d  b u d g e t  i n c r e a s e s  n o t e d  on p .  3 1 .  I would require full BLM law enforcement responsibility within the Upper 

s u s p e c t  t h e t  v e h i c l e - u s e  m a n a g e m e n t  may b e  a m a j o r  a d d i t i o n a l  Missouri National Wild and Scenic River, while Alternative D would 
e x p e n s e .  # \ ! A  s t r o n g l y  b e l i e v e s  t h a t  s u c h  e x p e n s e  i s  w a r r e n t e d  by expand the BLM's role in law enforcement and search and rescue. 
t h e  r e s u l t i n g  b e n e f i t s  t o  s u r f a c e  r e s o u r c e s  a n d  t o  n o n - m o t o r i z e d  

For additional information and text revisions, please refer to the Budget u s e r s .  
Assumptions section in Chapter 2 of this document. 

R O V  L o c a t i o n .  
' A l t e r n a t i v e  D i s  a c c e p t a b l e ,  w i t h  t h e  f o l l o w i n g  

m o d i f i c a t i o n s :  1 )  n'o c o m m u n i c a t i o n  s i t e s  on  M i d d l e  B u t t e ;  a n d  E )  
o n l ' y  e x i s t i n g  c o r r i d o r s  i n  t h e  IJII?!!ISR c o u l d  b e  u t i l i z e d .  

E m p h a s i s  a r e a s .  
: I U A  e n d o r s e s  t h e  A l t e r n a t i v e  C m a n a g e m e n t  p r o p o s a l  a s  

w r i t t e n  f o r  t h e  X e v i n  Ric, S w e e t g r a s s  H i l l s  a n d  Cow C r e e k  a r e a s .  
R e g a r d i n g  t h e  II?:M:.ISR, we s u p p o r t  p r e s c r i p t i o n s  from s e v e r a l  
a l t e r n a t i v e s .  n a m e l y :  

a )  t h e  u s e  o f  L A C  t o  d e t e r m i n e  u s e r  c a p a c i t y :  
b )  s e a s o n a l  c l o s u r e s  o f  i s l a n d s ;  

P.Q. BQX635 0 Helena, Montane 59620.0 (0Q6) 00a-0597 
. . 

/ . 
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c )  n o  i n t e r p r e t i v e  a c t i v i t i e s  ( s i g n s / d  s p l a y s )  o u t s i d e  o f  
l a u n c h / t a k e  o u t  p o i n t s ;  

d )  f a c i l i t y  i i a n a g e i n e n t  a s  p e r  A l t .  A :  
e )  c o n c e s s i o n  managemen t  a s  p e r  A l t .  C e x c e p t  f o r  

t k,e f 0110w i n r? 1a n  c u  aii e : “Ou t f i t e r s  may h e  
r e s t r i c t e d  t o  a p e r c e n t a g e  o f  t h e  d a i l y  u s e r  c a p a c i t y “ ;  

f )  h e a l t h  a n d  s a f e t y  a s  p e r  A l t .  C .  

S i n c e r e l y ,  LQAvk-& 
C e d r o n  J o n e s .  M V A  C o u n c  

&! i ntt uitss u b  
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Department of Energy 
Bonneville Power Administration 

PO. Box 3621 
Portland, Oregon 97208-3621 

Mr. Wayne Zinne, District Manager 

Lewistown District Office 

Bureau of Land Management 

US Department of the Interior 

Airport Road 

Lewistown, Montana 59457 


Dear Mr. Zinne: 


Bonneville Power Administration (BPA) has reviewed the Draft Environmental 

Impact Statement (EIS) for the West HiLine Resource Management Plan. 


BPA has no comments on the proposed management plan. We are writing to 

express our appreciation for the excellent job you did of addressing energy 
transmission corridors in the EIS. 


Thank you for keeping us informed of your planning activities. 


Sincerely, 


Anthony orre 1 
Ql$gpLd 
Environvtal Manager 


Celebrating the U.S. ConsfitufionBicentennial - 1787-1987 



I L . E D U C A T I O N .  C O N S E R V A T I O N  

AFFILIATE OF NATIONAL WILDLIFE !EDERATION 

P.O. Box 3526 -
Bozealan. U T  597 15 

Sep tember  Y .  1Y87 
(406) 587-1713 

Mr. Wayne Z i n n e .  D i s t r i c t  Manager  
L e u i s t o w n  D i s t r i c t ,  BLl l  
A i r p o r t  Rd. 
L e w i s t o w n ,  PIT. 59457 

Dear  M r .  Z i n n e :  

P'Lease. a c c e p t  t h e s e  comnients o n  y o u r  West H i L  i n e  
Management P l a n  as  t h e y  r r z l a t e  t o  t h a t  p o r t i o n  o f  t h e  
R i v e r  d e s i g n a t e d  a5 w i l d  and  s c e n i c .  We a c k n o w l e d g e  
comments a r e  b e i n g  s u b m i t t e d  a f t e r  y o u r  p u b l i c  comment 
S i n c e  t h e  comment p e r i o d  was so b r i e f  we a r e  h o p e f u l  
a c c e p t  then]  anyway. 

R e s o u r c e  
l l i s s o u r i  

t h a t  t h e  
d e a d l i n e .  
y o u  w i l l  

CI 
c3 w 

l h e  l l o n t a n a  W i l d l i f e  F e d e r a t i o n  i s  a c i t i z e n  g r o u p  o f  a r o u n d  
4,600 s p o r t s m e n  in  l l o n t a n a  and  e l s e w h e r e .  Our c o n c e r n s  c e n t e r  o n  
m a i n t a i n i n g  q u a l i t y  h u n t i n g  a n d  f i s h i n g  in Mon tana  t h r o u g h  
c o n s e r v a t i o n  o f  w i l d l i f e  h a b i t a t .  I t  i s  i n  t h i s  l i g h t  t h a t  we 
r e g Is t e r  t h e s e  comnients. 

We a r e  c o n c e r n e d  a b o u t  the p l a n s  y o u  h a v e  made w h i c h  i n c r e a s e  
d e v e l o p m e n t  a l o n g  t h e  w i l d  and s c e n i c  c o r r i d o r .  We f e e l  t h a t  
t h i s  d e s i g n a t i o n  s h o u l d  d i r e c t  nianagenient o f  t h e  c o r r i d o r  t o w a r d  
m a i n t a i n i n g  i t s  w i l d  c h a r a c t e r  and  m i n i m i z i n g  t h e  e x t e n t  o f  
d e v e l o p m e n t  o r  e v e n  o f  human p r e s e n c e  i n  t h e  f o r m  o f  s i g n i n g  and  
d i s p l a y s .  'This i s  a s p e c i a l  s t r e t c h  o f  t h e  M i s s o u r i  R i v e r  w h i c h  
p e o p l e  ~ i s e  because  o f  i t s  w i i d n e s s .  Human p r e s e n c e  and  f u r t h e r  
d e v e l o p m e n t  c a n  o n l q  d e g r a d e  t h i s  q u a l i t y .  

OFF-ROAD VEHICLE MANAGEllENT: 

we a r e  O p p ~ s e d  t o  ORV u s e  a l o n g  t h e  r i v e r  c o r r i d o r .  We a r e  
c o n c e r n e d  a b o u t  t h e  e f f e c t s  o f  e r o s i o n  and  t h e  s p r e a d  o f  n o x i o u s  
weeds a5 w e l l  as t h e  i m p a c t s  o n  w i l d l i f e .  and  t h e  t h r e a t  t o  
r i p a r i a n  a r e a s  a l o n g  t r i b u t a r i e s  w i th in  t h e  management a r e a .  
A g a i n ,  the w i l d n e s s  o f  t h e  a r e a  s h o u l d  b e  p a r a m o u n t  a l o n g  t h i s  
s t r e t c h  o f  r i v e r .  URUS n o t  o n l y  i m p a c t  t h e  g r o u n d  b u t  a l s o  
i n v a d e  p e o p l e s '  s o l i t u d e  and p r i v a c g .  

LAND OWNERSHIP PATTERNS: 

We h a v e  c o n s i s t e n t l y  s u p p o r t e d  b l o c k i n g  up o f  p u b l i c  l a n d s .  
Where we feel c a u t i o n  i s  n e c e s s a r y  i s  i n  b e i n g  c e r t a i n  t h a t  l a n d s  
t o  be t r a d e d  o u t  o f  in  c a s e  o f . t r a d e s  a r e  o f  l i t t l e  v a l u e  t o  t h e  

THE WEALTH OFTHE NATION IS IN ITS NATURAL RESOURCES 
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p u b l i c  in t e r m s  o f  t h e i r  w i l d l i f e  r e s o u r c e s .  We s u p p o r t  t h e  
of L a n d  a n d  W a t e r  C o n s e r v a t i o n  F u n d s  t o  p u r c h a s e  l a n d s  
i m p o r t a n t  w i l d l i f e  a r e a s .  It i s  l i k e l y  t h a t  l a n d s  y o u  

u s e  
i n  

a r e  

I c o n s i d e r i n g  w o u l d  f a l l  u n d e r  t h i s  c a t e g o r y .  

VISITOR SERVICES: 

We a r e  opposed  t o  i n c r e a s e d  s i g n i n g  o r  any  i n t e r p r e t a t i v e  
d i s p l a y s  in  t h e  w i l d  and s c e n i c  c o r r i d o r .  T h i s ,  l i k e  ORV u s e ,  
w o u l d  d e g r a d e  t h e  w i l d  q u a l i t q  o f  t h e  r i v e r  a n d  d e t r a c t  f r o m  i t s  
v a l u e  u n d e r  t h i s  des  i g n a t  ion.  

i 

FACIL ITY  MANAGEMENT: 

We e n d o r s e  A l t e r n a t i v e  A f o r  t h e  s e c t i o n  o n  F a c i l i t y  
Management. We u r g e  you t o  keep t h e  s i t e s  a s  u n d e v e l o p e d  as 
p o s s i b l e ,  j u s t  p r o v i d i n g  f o r  s a n i t a t i o n  i n  t h e  e v e n t  o f  i n c r e a s e d  
use o f  t h e  r i v e r .  A g a i n .  more d e v e l o p m e n t  d e t r a c t s  f r o m  t h e  
a e s t h e t i c  v a l u e  o f  t h e  c o r r i d o r  a5 w i l d  and s c e n i c .  

CONCESSION MANAGEMENT: 

We a r e  t h o r o u g h l y  opposed  t o  t h e  d e v e l o p n i e n t  o f  anq m a j o r  
c o n c e s s i o n s  i n  any a r e a  o f  t h e  r i v e r  c o r r i d o r .  We s u p p o r t  
A l t e r n a t i v e  A. The t h o u o h t  o f  m a r i n a s ,  RV p a r k s ,  e t c .  i n  a w i l d  
and S c e n i c  r i v e r  c o r r i d o r  i s  u n t e n a b l e .  These  c o n c e s s i o n s  h a v e  

w 
w 
P 

n o  p l a c e  a r o u n d  o r  n e a r  a w i l d  and  s c e n i c  r i v e r .  T h e i r  p r e s e n c e  
w o u l d  b e l i e  t h e  v e r u  c o n c e p t  o n  w h i c h  t h i s  d e s i g n a t i o n  was g i v e n  
and w o u l d  be h i q h ' l y  d e t r i m e n t a l  t o  p e o p l e  who l o o k  t o  t h a t  
d e s i g n a t i o n  a s  a f o r m  o f  p r o t e c t i o n  f o r  a v a l u e d  s t r e t c h  o f  
r i v e r .  

We a g r e e  c o m p l e t e l y  w i t h  t h e  comment by  t h e  M e d i c i n e  R i v e r  
Canoe C l u b  t h a t  " T h i s  r i v e r  c o r r i d o r  i s  a m a g n i f i c e n t  h e r i t a g e  
t h a t  s h o u l d  be p r e s e r v e d  as n e a r l y  as p o s s i b l e  i n  i t s  n a t u r a l  
s t a t e .  I t  g i v e s  man an o p p o r t u n i t y  t o  s t e p  back  i n  t i m e ,  t o  
r e f l e c t ,  t o  e n j o y  and t o  a p p r e c  l a t e  moments o f  h i s t o r y . "  

l h a n k  y o u  f o r  c o n s i d e r i n g  o u r  c o s n i e n t s .  
f a v o r a b l e  r e s p o n s e  t o  t h e i r  s u b s t a n c e .  

We l o o k  f o r w a r d  t o  a 

3 
S i n c e r e l y ,  

/-< 
;')<<, > L L ,  

T o n y  Schoonen  
P r e s Id e n t  



UNITED STATES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 

FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE 
U . S .  F i s h  & W i l d l i f e  Enhancement 

Federal Bldg., U.S. Courthouse 
301 South Park 
P.O.  Box 10023 

IN REPLY U f R R  1 0  Helena, Montana 59626 
FWE-61410 September 9 ,  1987 

To: D i s t r i c t  Manager, Bureau of Land Management, Lewistown District ,  
Lewistown, Montana 

From: F i e l d  Superv isor ,  Montana-Wyoming F i e l d  O f f i c e ,  F i s h  & W i l d l i f e  
Enhancement, FWS, Helena, MT (Fh'E-61130) 

Subjec t :  Review of D r a f t  West H i l i n e  Resource Management PlanIEIS (ED{! 
8715) 

We have reviewed t h e  s u b j e c t  d r a f t  and have no comments on t h e  document. 

cc: Suboff ice  Coordina tor ,  USFWS, B i l l i n g s ,  MT (FWE-61410) 
USFWS, ES, BEC, Washington, D.C. 

DC/tz 

"Take P r i d e  i n  America'' 
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Bel t ,  Montana 
Sept .  3, 1987 

'rrayne Zinne, District I lmager  
Lewistown D i s t r i c t  B, L. If. 
Ai rpor t  Road 
Lewistown, I!ontana 59h57 

&)ear Vr. Zime,  

Thank yo13 f o r  provid ing  t h e  Dra f t  r t h e  Viest H i  Line Resource 
Llanagenent rlan and %he Envi romer  sl Impact S ta tement .  

A l t e rna t ives  C o r  D are favored  f o r  Bow Creek, l i s t e d  on page 3h. 

The f o l 1 o m . g  comments p e r t a i n  t o  Ihnagement of t h e  U!>per F i s s o u r i  
: 'Iational K i ld  .and Scenic  River;  

V i s i t o r  Serv ices :  

A l t a rna t ive  C is  favored  wi th  t h e  except ion  t h a t  pa r t ions  of some 
i s l a n d s  could accomodate camping use at t i n e s  a rd  p l aces  where no s ig -
n i f i c a n t  resource  Camage i s  c id i c t ed .  

F a c i l i t y  :Eanagems?t 
Concession !.!wagercent 
Fiealth and S a f e t y  

On all t h r e e  of  t h e s e  Al t e rna t ive  A i s  p re fe r r ed .  

During t h e  many y e a r s  t h a t  p r o t e c t i o n  of t h e  ? f i s s o u r i  River  was be ing  
cons idered ,a  s u b j e c t  t h a t  f r q u e n t l y  c m e  u:? w?: t h e  e x t e n t  of v i s i t o r  
use and how it could be  managed c o n s i s t e n t  w i t h  m ~ . i m i z i n g  r e sau rce  
danage. L. A. C. addresses t h i s  i s s u e  b i t  cmce-Zion s e r v i c e s  would 
a c c e l e r a t e  v i s i t o r  use and is  no t  c o n s i s t e n t  ?rith t h e  p r p o s e  of t h e-...' . ' , i ld and Scenic  R ive r s  Act. 

The Nat iona l  ?ark Se rv ice  produced t h e  f irst  r e p o r t  which desc r ibe3  
t h e  nmerous  va lues  of t h i s  s t r e t c h  o f  r i v e r .  The Park Se rv ice  
plnnners were s t r i v i n g  t o  d i s p e r s e  crowds f r o m  o t h e r  pa rks ' and  t o  impress 
Congress.With l a r g e  mmbers  they  projected r i v e r  use  f i p re s  t h a t .  were 
unacce?table t o  those  worki?g toward r i v p r  p r o t e c t i o n .  

The Bureau of. Lwd Planageneat was s e l e c t e d  t o  manage t h e  1,;ild m d  Scenic  
River  because it ';ms t h e  ageno; most likely t o  main ta in  t h e  r i v e r  as it 
had been and had no reason  t o  y o m o t e  and inc rease  v i s i t o r  use. 

Resource Tianagement should. have bean inc luded  as an a d d i t i o n a i  ca t egor j .  
S e v e r a l  s;iL>jects could have been addressed  under t h i s  heading,such as 
!vnagernent o f  cottonwood groves. 

-
e :;:?"?<'g:* J)o:,l, &c c.  ::. 
e i ~ o d i i e t i o i ~c , ~ :mi:: be  f n ~  

::mi l l ves toc ' i  is .x,ovide;l. 
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TED SCHWINDEN 
GOVERNOR 

Mr. Wayne Zinne 

District Manager 

Lewistown District 

Bureau of Land Management 

Airport Road 

Lewistown, Montana 59457 


Dear Mr. Zinne: 


State of  doiitaiia 
(Dffire of the QBouernor 

@Plena, fIilotitann 59620 
406-444-31
I 1  

September 15, 1987 


The State of Montana appreciates the opportunity to 

review and provide comments on the Bureau of Land 

Management's West Hiline Range Management Plan/Environmental 

Impact Statement (RMP/EIS). The attached comments were 

prepared from comments submitted to my office by the Montana 

Department of Fish, Wildlife and Parks as a result of a 

review of the RMP/EIS by the state's Interagency Planning 


CI Task Force. w
4 Thank you again for the opportunity to comment. 

' Sincerely,
/? 

Governor 


Enclosure 
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STATE OF MONTANA 

COMMENTS 


' ON 
BUREAU Ok LAND MANAGEMENT 

WEST HILINE RANGE MANAGEMENT PROGRAM 

DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT 


Appendix 1.1 of the RMP/EIS includes a list of land 

tracts that may be suitable for disposal through land 

adjustment actions. Several of the tracts included in the 

list are large in size and include significant wildlife 

habitat and potential public recreational opportunities.

Wildlife values on tracts of 320 acres or greater should be 

thoroughly evaluated before these tracts are included in a 

land exchange proposal. Several of these tracts offer 

important "islands" of wildlife habitat and in some cases are 

surrounded by substantial areas of land committed to 

intensive agricultural activities, such as grain growing. 

This is especially true in deer hunting district 610 and 612. 


Public access to public lands for recreational purposes 

is an important issue. The Bureau of Land Management's (BLM) 

land tenure adjustment program should continue to carefully 

consider the importance of preserving existing access 

opportunities, while securing additional access where 

possible. 


The RMP/EIS indicates that the preservation and 

estiblishment of riparian areas around West Hiline fishing 

reservoirs is a goal of the management plan. The 

uncontrolled use of these areas by cattle, however, can work 

to the detriment of this goal. It is suggested that the use 

of fencing, stock tanks and watering corridors will enhance 

the possibility of achieving the program's riparian area 

goals while still allowing sufficient access to water sources 

for cattle. The number of sport fishing reservoirs in the 

planning area is relatively small, and should not present an 

unreasonable burden for the BLM in implementing these types 

of riparian protection measures. The example of fencing and 

stock tank provision for Reser Reservoir in Blaine County is 

a good example of achieving optimum multi-purpose use of BLM 

reservoirs. 


The Montana Department of Fish, Wildlife and Parks 


1
recommends that Burns and Glynda Reservoirs be deleted from 
BLM's request for fish stocking (page 12, 2nd column, 2nd No.83 

paragraph of the RMP/EIS). The department considers these 

reservoirs to be unable to support sport fisheries of any We concur.with your recommendation and Burns and Glynda reservoirs 


83 kind. have been deleted from BLM's request forfish stocking. 
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Ethnoscience 
711 Rimrock 

Billings, Montana 59102 
Phone: (406) 252-7945 

Wayne Z i n n e  
D i s t r i c t  M a n a g e r  
L e w i s t o w n  D i s t r i c t  O t f i c e  
B u r e a u  o f  Land Management  
A i r p o r t  Road 
L e w i s t o w n ,  M o n t a n a  59457 

Dear S i r :  

I am w r i t i n g  i n  o r d e r  t 3  comment  o n  t h e  D r a f t  West H i L i n e  
R e s o u r c e  M a n a g e n e n t  P l a n  E n v i r c n m e n t a l  I m p a c t  S t a t e m e n t .  1 
h a v e  c o m m e n t s  o n  t w o  i s s u e s ,  t h e  t r e a t m e n t  o f  c u l t u r a l  
r e s o u r c e s  i n  g e n e r a l  a n d  t h e  s p e c i f i c  t r e a t m e n t  o f  t h e  S w e e t  
G r a s s  H i l l s .  

1. None o f  t h e  a l t e r n a t i v e s  i n  t h e  RMP t r ea t  c u l t u r a l  
r e s o u r c e s  i n  a n  a c t i v e  f a s h i o n .  N o  a l t e r n a t i v e s  a re  
p r e s e n t e d  w h i c h  r e a l l y  i n v o l v e  m a n a g i n g  t h e s e  r e s o u r c e s .  
The p l a n s  f o r  a c t i o n  a r e  r e a c t i o n s  t o  l eases  o r  l a n d  
e x c h a n g e s .  One c o n s e q u e n c e  o f  t h i s  is  t h a t  t h e  6LN is  
p r e s e n t i n g  a d o c u m e n t  t h a t  s t r o n g l y  imp l i e s  t h a t  c u l t u r a l  
r e s o u r c e s  a t  b e s t  w i l i  a i w a y s  be c o n s i d e r e d  o f  s e c o n d a r y  
i m p o r t a n c e  i n  a n y  r e s o u r c e  m a n a g e m e n t  d e c i s i o n .  T h i j  is 
i n a p p r o p r i a t e  g i v e n  B L M ' s  m a n d a t e d  FLMPA a n d  N E P A  

1 


No. 84 
Cultural resource management was not identified asa planning issue in this 
RMP. The management of cultural resources in the planning area will 
continue in accordance with BLM policies, manuals, and regulations. 
All alternatives in the RMP would provide for the enhancement and protec- 
tion of cultural resources. Cultural resources would be given full considera- 
tion in all management decisions, and activity plans may be developed for 
significant cultural resources on public lands. 
For additional information please refer to the Cultural Resource Manage- 
ment section of the Management Common to All Alternatives description in 
Chapter 2 of this document. 



2. C u l t u r a l  r e s o u r c e s  a r e  o n l y  d e a l t  w i t h  i n  t h e  o v e r a l l  
s e c t i o n  a n d  n o t  e x p l i c i t l y  i n  t h e  d i s c u s s i o n  of e a c h  
a l t e r n a t i v e .  T h i s  a p p e a r s  t o  b e  i n a p p r o p r i a t e  b e c a u s e  t h e  
d i f i f e r e n t  a l t e r n a t i v e s  w i l l  h a v e  d i f f e r e n t  e f f e c t s  on 

' 

No. 85 
The impacts to cultural resources from implementing each alternative are 
discussed in Chapter 4 of the draft RMP/EIS. 

c u l t u r a l  r e s o u r c e s .  F o r  e x a m p l e ,  a n y  i n c r e a s e  i n  t h e  a m o u n t  
o f  r e c r e a t i o n a l  t r a f f i c  i n  a r c h a e o l o g i c a l l y  s e n s i t i v e  a r e a s  
w i l l  h a v e  n e g a t i v e  i m p a c t s -  o n  a r c h a e o l o g i c a l  r e s o u r c e s  w h i c h  
w i l l  n e e d  t o  b e  m i t i g a t e d  b y  p o s i t i v e  a c t i o n s  on t h e  p a r t  o f  
t h e  BLM. V a n d a l i s m  i s  a m a j o r  c o n c e r n  i n  t h e  p r e s e r v a t i o n  
o f  c u l t u r a l  r e s o u r c e s .  N o w h e r e  i n  t h i s  d o c u m e n t  is t h i s  
i s s u e  c o n s i d e r e d .  

All alternatives would provide for the enhancement and protection of cultu- 
ra l  resources. Thiswouldinclude the protection of archaeological sites from 
vandalism. 
For additional information please refer to the Cultural Resource Manage- 
ment section of the Management Common to All Alternatives description in  
Chapter 2 of this document and pages 85,92,101and 110in the draft RMP. 

S w e e t  Gras s  H i l l s  

1. A l t h o u g h  N a t i v e  A m e r i c a n  c o n c e r n s  a b o u t  p r e s e r v i n g  
t h e  n a t u r a l  e n v i r o n m e n t  o f  t h e  S w e e t  Grass  H i l l s  a re  

t h e  
n o t e d  

i n  t h e  RMP, t h e  c e n t r a l  u n d e r l y i n g  i s s u e  is  n o t  a d d r e s s e d .  
I n  my v i e w ,  t h e  b a s i c  c o n f l i c t  b e t w e e n  t h e  h a r d  r o c k  m i n i n g  
u s e s  o f  t h e  area a n d  t h e  c o n t i n u i n g  u s e  o f  t h e  area f o r  
t r a d i t i o n a l  r e l i g i o u s  p u r p o s e s  c a n  n o t  b e  a d e q u a t e l y  
a d d r e s s e d  w i t h o u t  c o n s i d e r i n g  a p p a r e n t  c o n f l i c t  b e t w e e n  
F i r s t  Amendment  t o  t h e  C o n s t i t u t i o n ,  t h e  1 8 7 2  M i n i n g  A c t  

t h e  
a n d  

P.L. 9 5 - 3 4 1 ,  AIRFA. W h i l e  t h e  West H i L i n e  RMP is c e r t a i n l y  
n o t  t h e  v e h i c l e  i n  w h i c h  t o  make  l e g a l  d e c i s i o n s  c o n c e r n i n g  
t h i s  i s s u e  n o r  a r e  l o n g  c o m p l e x  d i s c u s s i o n s  o f  
c o n s t i t u t i o n a l  l a w  a p p r o p r i a t e ,  i t  i s  m i s l e a d i n g  t o  t h e  
p u b l i c  n o t  t o  a c k n o w l e d g e  t h a t  t h e  c o n f l i c t  o v e r  t h e s e  t W G  
u s e s  o f  t h e  S w e e t  Grass H i l l s  h a s  s e r i o u s  f a r - r e a c h i n g  l e g a l  
i m p l i c a t i o n s  t h a t  e x t e n d  f a r  b e y o n d  t h e  i m m e d i a t e  i s s u e  

86 
w h e t h e r  to  a l l o w  a m i n i n g  h a u l  
t r a d i t i o n a l  v i s i o n  ¶ J e s t i n g  a r e a .  
d i s c u s s i o n  o f  t h e  m a j o r  p o i n t s  
d o c u m e n t s  a s  t h e y  r e l a t e  t o  t h e s e  
i n  t h e  i n i t i a l  d i s c u s s i o n  of t h e  
H i l l s .  

r o a d  t o  be b u i l d  i n  a 
A b r i e f  (1 p a r a g r a p h )  

o f  e a c h  of t h e s e  l e g a l  
i s s u e s  s h c d l d  b e  i n c l u d e d  
u s e s  of t h e  S w e e t  G K a S S  

_, 

No.86 
The conflict between mineral extraction and Native American religious 
practices is acknowledged in  the draft RMP/EIS (page 79).It isbeyond the 
scope of this document to outline the provisions of the conflicting laws. 

2 .  A l l  a l t e r n a t i v e s  e x c e p t  C c a l l  f o r  t h e  r e v o k i n g  o f  t h e  
B u r e a u  o f  R e c l a m a t i o n  w i t h d r a w 1  o f  5 2 9 . 6 7  acres  o n  t h e  E a s t  
B u t t e .  T h i s  w o u l d  r e s u l t  
f o r  m i n e r a l  e n t r y  a n d  

i n  t h i s  a r e a  b e i n g  made a v a i l a b l e  
t h i s  in t u r n  w o u l d  r e s u l t  i n  

s i g n i f i c a n t  n e g a t i v e  i m p a c t s  on t h e  r e l i g i o u s  u s e  o f  t h e  

2 



a r e a .  
b e t w e e n  

More a p p r o p r i a t e  a c t i o n , . g i v e n  t h e  o n g o i n g  d i s p u t e  
t h e s e  t w o  u s e s  o f  t h e  a rea ,  w o u l d , b e  f o r  t h e  BLM t o  

c o n s i d e r  A l t e r n a t i v e s  A ,  B, a n d  D w h e r e  t h e  t w o  i n t e r e s t e d  
p a r t i e s  a re  a l l o w e d  t o  p e t i t i o n  t h e  BLM t o  c o n s i d e r  v a r i o u s  
c o m p r o m i s e  m a n a g e m e n t  s t r a t e g i e s .  For e x a m p l e ,  a n  a d v i s o r y  
b o a r d  made u p  o f  i n d u s t r y  a n d  N a t i v e  A m e r i c a n  
r e p r e s e n t a t i v e s  c o u l d  b e  s e t  u p  a n d  c h a r g e d  w i t h  s u g g e s t i n g  
p a t h w a y s  w h i c h  w o u l d  a l l o w  for d u a l  u s e  o f  t h e  S w e e t  Grass  
H i l l s .  A s  i t  s t a n d s  t h e  BLM a p p e a r s  t o  h a v e  a l r e a d y  d e c i d e d  
o n  g i v i n g  p r e c e d e n c e  t o  t h e  m i n i n g  i n d u s t r y .  

On t h e  o t h e r  h a n d ,  i f  t h i s  is i n d e e d  a p o l i c y  d e c i s i o n  t h a t  
t h e  BLM h a s  a l r e a d y  m a d e ,  t h e n  t h e  r a t i o n a l e  f o r  t h i s  p o l i c y  
s h o u l d  be i n c u d e d  i n  t h e  RMP. F u r t h e r  a s t a t e m e n t  
c o n c e r n i n g  t h e  h i g h  p r o b a b i l i t y  t h a t  
i n  f u r t h e r  l e g a l  a c t i o n s  b r o u g h t  b y  
a g a i n s t  t h e  BLM s h o u l d  b e  i n c l u d e d .  

t h i s  p o l i c y  w i l l  
N a t i v e  A m e r i c a n  

r e s u l t  
g r o u p s  

No. 87 
3. Note s h o u l d  be made  of t h e  f a c t  t h a t  t h e  r e l i g i o u s  u s e  
o f  t h i s  a r ea  a l s o  i n c l u d e s  C a n a d i a n  I n d i a n s ,  B l a c k f e e t  a n d  
S t o n e y  a n d  t h u s  t h i s  i s s u e  m a y  h a v e  i n t e r n a t i o n a l  
i m p l i c a t i o n s .  

F i n a l l y ,  1 . h a v e  o n e  g s n e r a l  comment  a b o u t  t h e  n a t u r e  o f  t h e  
RMP i n  g e n e r a l .  M o n t a n a  i s  a p l u r a l i s t i c  s c c i e t y .  I t  h a s  
w i t h i n  i t  b o r d e r s  many d i f f e r e n t  t r i b a l  groups i n  a d d i t i o n  
t o  t h e  d o m i n a n t  A n g l o - S a x o n  m a j o r i t y .  A l l  of  t h e  c o m m e n t s  
a n d  a s s e s s m e n t s  c o n c e r n i n g  S o c i a l  S e t t i n g / L i f e s t y l e s  i n  t h e  

BLM has noted the Sweet Grass Hills Area of Critical Environmental 
Concern is unique because of its traditional religious importance to Native 
American tribes including the Blood and Stoney. However, the BLM does 
not have documentation of the Blood and Stoney utilizing the area for 
religious purposes. 
For additional information and text revisions please refer to the Sweet 
Grass Hills section of Chapter 3 in the draft RMP/EIS and the Chapter 3 
errata entry for page 62, column 1,paragraph 10. 

88 

RMP are  c o u c h e d  a n d  m e a s u r e d  i n  terms o f  t h e  v a l u e  s y s t e m s  
o f  t h e  d o m i n a n t  A n g l o - S a x o n ' m a j o r i t y  ( e g .  pg 76). ( T h i s  is  
a l s o  t r u e  o f  e v e r y  o t h e r  RMP a n d  E I S  I h a v e  e v e r  r e a d . )  I t  
is u n r e a l i s t i c  t o  e x p e c t  t h a t  a l l  m e a s u r e s  o f  a l l  v a l u e  
s y s t e m s  be i o c l d z d  ir! 311 d o c u m e n t s  o f  this R a t u r e ,  b u t  I 
w o u l d  l i k e  t o  t a k e  t h i s  o p p o r t u n i t y  t u  p o i n t  o u t  t h e  
i n h e r e n t  b i a s  t h i s  c rea tes  i n  t h e  d o c u m c n t .  I f  you  s t a r t  
f r o m  t h e  a s s u m p t i o n  t h a t  s o c i a l  w e l l  b e i n a  c a n  be a c c u r a t e l y  
m e a s u r e d  b y  " t h e  number  o f  p h y s i c i a n s ,  crime r a t e s ,  i n c o m e ,  
e d u c a t i o n ,  e m p l o y m e n t  a n d  h o u s e h o l d  c o n v e n i e n c e s "  t h e n  i t  is  
b u i l d - i n  t h a t  t h e  c u l t a r a l 1 . y  d i c t a t e d  n e c e s s i t y  f o r  s o l i t u d e  
i n  r e l i g i o u s / c u l t u r a l .  l i f e  w i l l  n o t  b e  c o n s i d e r e d  i m p o r t a n t  
t o  soc ia l  w e l l  b e i n g .  T h i s  is p a t e n t l y  i n c o r r e c t  f o r  many 

' 

No. 88 
The terms and indicators of social well-being are simply a n  inference and 
are not meant to be a direct measurement of social well-being or all encom- 
passing. The text has been revised to clarify the measurement of social 
well-being. 
A discussion is included in  the Social Setting/Life-styles section on the 
traditional religious practices of Native Americans in  the area and the 
necessity for uninterrupted solitude and other characteristics sought for the 
practice of their religion. There is also a discussion on traditional religious 
activities that occur in the Sweet Grass Hills on page 62 of the draft RMP. 

3 For additional information and text revisions please refer to the Sweet 
Grass Hills section of Chapter 3 in the draft RMP/EIS and the Chapter 3 
errata entry for page 76, column 1,paragraph 2. 
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N a t i v e  A m e r i c a n s  i n  M o n t a n a .  In t h e  f u t u r e ,  I would h o p e  t o  
see t h a t  t h e  BLM p r e p a r e r s  o f  RMP EISs c o n s i d e r  t h e  v a l u e s  
of a l l  t h e  i n h a b i t a n t s  when t h e y  c o n s t r u c t  t h e i r  m e a s u r e s  of 
s o c i a l  w e l l  b e i n g  a n d  l i f e s t y l e s .  

T h a n k  you f o r  t h e  o p p o r t u n i t y  t o  comment  

S i n c e r e l y ,  

. ~. 46-s-

S h e r r i  D e a v e r  
S e n i o r  E t h n o g r a p h e r  

on t h i s  ' l o c u m e n t .  

cc .  C u r l y  B e a r  W a g n e r ,  B l a c k f e e t  C u l t u r a l  Committee 
C y n t h n i a  Manning Hamlett, USFS 
J a n e  K i n g ,  T e t r a - T e c h  
M a r v i n  K e l l e r ,  P r e s i d e n t  MAA 



Box 486 
uning. Montan059417 
)338.7521 or330-7276 

October 6, 1987 

M r .  Wayne Zinfw, D i s t r i c t  Mgr. 
Lewistown D i s t r i c t  O f f i ce .  BLM 
A i r p o r t  Road 
Lewistown, MT 59457 

Dear M r .  Zinne, 

Although we missed the deadline f o r  comments on the  d r a f t  West Hi -L ine Resource Manage- 
ment Plan, I hope t h a t  you w i l l  accept our l a t e  comment i n  t h e  s p i r i t  o f  the  government 
t o  government r e l a t i o n s h i p  which President Reagan has sought t o  develop. 

The Sweetgrass H i l l s  are a very impor tant  p a r t  o f  t he  r e l i g i o u s  and c u l t u r a l  he r i t age  
o f  the Blackfeet  Tr ibe.  Camping p laces the re  were used year a f t e r  year. We hunted i n  
these h i l l s  and used c e r t a i n  areas t o  teach hunt ing s k i l l s .  Rel ig ious experiences were 
sought and received i n  these areas. We so ld  these lands i n  1888 under great  pressure + because many o f  us were s ta rv ing  and we were t o l d  t h a t  the money from the cession would B make us se l f - su f f i c i en t .  The date o f  the cession became a bench-mark i n  our o r a l  h i s to ry .  w A recent  study by your Agency suggests t h a t  there are over 4,000 c u l t u r a l  s i t e s  i n  the 
Sweetgrass H i l l s  area. 

The Blackfeet  T r ibe  :upports 4 ; t a r r r t ? c e  C ,  as it o f f e r s  more p ro tec t i on  f o r  these
8! Iimportant s i t es .  The area shouid be seqregdeed from minera l  en t r y .  The middle But te  

should be inc luded i n  the ACEC prorectea ?rea.  Uu:. comments i n  our December 8, 1986 
l e t t e r  t o  you i s  the  bas is  f o r  our continued preference f o r  A l t e r n a t i v e  C. 

II n  addi t ion,  we would l i k e  t o  see inc luded a p r o v i s i o n  f o r  temporary area closures t o  9( enable our members t o  exerc ise t h e i r  r e l i g i o u s  r i g h t s  w i thou t  in ter ference.  The Lewis 
and Clark  Forest Plan does inc lude a p rov i s ion  on t h i s ,  so I am enclosing a copy o f  
t h a t  page o f  the  Forest  Plan. 

I f  you have any questions about our comments, please contact  Cur ly  bear Wagner. D i rec to r  
o f  the Blackfeet  T r i b a l  Cu l tu ra l  Program. 

Sincerely,* 
Earl Old Person, Chairman 
Blackfeet T r i b a l  Business Counci l  

enc. 

No. 89 
Under the proposed alternative, Middle Butte would be designated as  part of 
the Sweet Grass Hil ls  Area of Critical Environmental Concern. 

No. 90 
Your request to have temporary closures for traditional Indian religious 
practices in the Sweet Grass Hills will be considered in the Area of Critical 
Environmental Concern Activity Plan, which will be prepared following the 
approval of this RMP. 
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I 

. .  I 
. .  

(3) Implement a s p e c i a l - u s e  permi t .system f o r  . . '  
needed temporary a rea  c l o s u r e s ,  t o  enable Da t i ve  1 

Americans t o  e x e r c i s e  t h e i r  r e l i g i o u s  r i g h t s  I

w i t h o u t  i n t e r f e r e n c e .  

I 


( 4 )  Expand F o r e s t  progrdlns which pronote i 

employment f o r  N a t i v e  A i i e r i  cans. 

I 


( 5 )  Consu l t  w i t h  t h e  B lack fee t  T r i b e  rega rd ing  t h e  ' 
es tab l i s l imen t  o f  p r o p e r  procedures t o  Implement t h e  4 

American I n d i a n  R e l i g i o u s  Freedom Act. Us ing  as a . 
b a s i s  P r e s i d e n t  C a r t e r ' s  1978 Report t o  t h e  
Congress on t h a t  Ac t ,  t h e  Fo res t  Serv ice w i l l  nego- It i a t e  an agreement w i t h  t h e  B lack fee t  T r i t e  on t h i s  ,
i ssue .  .I 
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BLACKFEET NATlOh 
P.O. BOX 850 TRIBAL COUNCIL EXECUTIVE COMMlllEE 

BROWNING, MONTANA 59417 
(406)338-7179 EARL OLD PERSON EARL OLD PERSON.CHAIRMAN 

ARCHIE ST. GODDARD.VICE CHAIRMAN U U I l E  ST GODDARD 
MARVIN WEATHERWAX, SECRETARY MARVIN D WEATHERWAX 

ROUND F KENNERLV
ELOUISE C. COBELL. TREASURER BERNARD ST GODDARDLANE KENNEDY 

LEE WLSONq, e %&:- . sr: 
GEORGE KIWINOWOMAN

December 5 ,  1986 '& TED WILLIAMSON 

MS. Mancy Cotner 
S t a t e  D i rec to r  
Bureau of Land Management 
Great F a l l s  Resource Area 
P. 0. Box 2865 
Great F a l l s ,  Montana 59403 

R e :  West Hi-Line Resource Managerrent P lan  

Dear Ms. Cctne;: 

The B iack fee t  T r ibe  cons;ders t h e  Sweetgrass H i l l s  Area t o  
be  an impor tan t  s i t e  f o r  bo th  r e l i g i o u s  and c u l t u r a l  
resources .  S p i r i t u a j i y ,  t h e  Hills have been and con t inue  
t o  be t h e  s i t e  of religious expe r i ences  f o r  members of t h i s  
Tr ibe  a s  w e l i  a s  f o r  Ind ians  of o t h e r  T r ibes .  C u l t u r a l i y ,  
t he  H i l l s  have been t h e  s i t e  of b a t t l e s  and were r e g u l a r l y  
used f o r  hunting as we l l  a s  t o  p r a c t i c e  hunting. We f e e l  
t h a t  t h e  impor tan t  of t h e  Sweetgrass H i l l s  t o  u s  m e r i t s  
t h e i r  d e s i g n a t i o n  as a s p e c i a l  management a rea .  

Regarding your Table of A l t e r n a t i v e s  f o r  t h e  West Hi-Line 
Resource Hanagement Plan; we of f e r  t h e  fo l lowing  comments: 

1. The middie Bu t t e  of t h e  Sweetgrass H i l l s  should be 
included i n  t h e  Resource Management P lan .  

2 .  I n  gene ra l ,  t h e  B lack fee t  T r i b e  approves o f  
A l t e r n a t i v e  C under t h e  Sweetgrass H i l l s  issue. We do 
however, f e e i  t h a t  t h e  use of t h e  &rea  f o i  p u b l i c  r e c r e a t i o n  
may cause  p r ivacy  problems of t hose  Ind ians  seeking
r e l i g i o u s  exper iences .  We d e f i n i t e l y  suppor t  your p u r s u i t  
of a p r o t e c t i v e  withdrawal from minera l  e n t r y .  

3 .  We approve of A l t e r n a t i v e  C concerning revoking t h e  
Reclamation withdrawal of Eas t  But te .  

4 .  We approve of A l t e r n a t i v e  C under Land Tenure 
Adjustment. We hope t h a t  t h e  Bureau of Land Management 
could a c q u i r e  more l ands  i n  t h e  Sweetgrass H i l l b  a rea .  
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5. We approve of Al te rna t ive  C regarding off-road 
vehicles .  We be l ieve  t h e  use of off.-road vehic les  should be 
l imi ted  t o  designated loads and t r a i l s .  

6 .  We approve of Al te rna t ive  C regarding rights-.of- 
way; these  should be avoided in  the  H i l l s  a rea .  

' 7. Regarding communication. s i tes,  w e  bel ieve the  
communication s i t e  on Mount Royal d i s r u p t s  our  re l ig ious  use 
of the H i l l s  and should be removed. 

8 .  We bel ieve the  B u f f a i o .  Jump s i t e  on Kevin R i m  
should be protected f rom.  pot  hunters  and o thers  who would 

. ' damage i ts  c u l t u r a l -  value, t h e r e f o r e  we would i n  general
agree with Al te rna t ive  C on t h a t  i s sue .  

We would l i k e  more information about. the  cur ren t  mineral 
s t a t u s  of the  Sweetgrass H i l l s ,  as well as  some'information 
about the  procedure t o  withdraw it from mineral entry.  We 
would apprec ia te  being n o t i f i e d  of any planned developnent 
i n  the  H i l l s  and would be wi l l ing  t o  walk t h e  land of any
such proposed development a s  you .prepare any s i te -spec i f  i c  
ana lys i s  . 

w We continue t o  be i .nterested in  t h e  Frofec t ion 'of  t h e  s i t e  
k of our f i r s t  Treaty s igning a t  J u d i t h  'Landing. 

If  you have any quest ions about our  comments, please contact  
Curly Bear Wagner, Director of the  Tr iba l  Cul tura l  Program. 

Since re1 y, 

- <c --
EARL 'OLD &%SON, Cliairman 
Blackfeet  Tr iba l  Business Councll 

EOP/ t ag 

No. 911 
For information about the current mineral status in  the Sweet Grass Hills 
please refer to the errata entries for page 45, column 2, paragraphs 1thru 4; 
and page 64, column 1. 
The general procedures for withdrawing public lands and interests therein 
can be found in  43 CFR 2310.1. A justification for withdrawing public lands 
from all forms of entry must exist. The West HiLine could become the 
justification and environmental analysis for withdrawal of the Sweet Grass 
Hills under Alternative C.If Alternative Cwas selected, then the procedures 
in 43 CFR 2310.1 would have to be implemented. 



Public Meeting Havre, Montana July 13, 1987 


Formal Statements 


My name is Arthur Roth, from Big Sandy, and I fail to see how you can 

implement a management plan in these scattered tracts when the majority of the 


I
land is deeded land around those tracts. In reading that report I saw where 
they said the crucial wildlife management areas showed all of the whole area 


92 as crucial for antelope, so the fact of the matter is, I wondered if you need 
to use the word crucial because all habitats are crucial and I don't quite see 

where very many areas are crucial compared with others. 


My name is Mark Swinney, I'm with the BIA, Rocky Boys Agency, today, my 

comments I submitted to the NCRA but I would reiterate that the best plan in 

the world doesn't do much good without staff and funding, and I've observed 

that you fellows are in the same boat we are, we've got a lot of country to 

cover with little money and little staff, ant it's harder to implement plans 

without either one, which seems to me that this plan is typical of all 

bureaucratic plans - we don't get any money or staff. We've got good plans, 
but nothing to implement them with, and we need to get those things and get 

some people available to work with the ranchers more than one to every two or 

three hundred or something similar, and that's my comment over and over again. 


No. 92 
The only crucial antelope ranges on Figure 3.2 are delineated by a dotted line 
and are found in  northern Liberty County, southern and northern Blaine 
County, and eastern Chouteau County. Crucial wildlife habitat is defined in 
the glossary as parts of the habitat necessary to sustain a wildlife popula- 
tion a t  critical periods of its life cycle. This is always a limiting factor on the 
population, such as breeding habitat, winter habitat, etc. 



93 

Pub l i c  Meeting Havre, Montana J u l y  13, 1987 . 

1 )  Why d i d n ' t  BLM schedule  any pub l i c  meet ings  t o  d i s c u s s  t h e  d r a f t  RMP on 
Indian  Reserva t ions?  How were Native Americans consu l t ed  i n  the  publ ic  i n p u t  
process?  

No. 93 
The BLM scheduled public meetings in central locations to afford the most 
convenience for public attendance. The BLM has continually consulted 
with all Tribal Councils within the RMP area. This consultation has taken 
the form of briefings, letters and phone calls to theTribal Councils through- 
out the planning process. 

No. 94 

94 
2 )  What c r i t e r i a  d id  BLM use  i n  t h e  Dra f t  RMP t o  i d e n t i f y  pub l i c  l ands  a s  

term small  when used i n  land  t enure  ad jus tment?  Is s i z e  one of t he  va lue  
f a c t o r s  used t o  i d e n t i f y  t r a c t s  o f  pub l i c  l and  f o r  d i sposa l?  
t h e  b igger  t r a c t s  (2,000 a c r e s )  inc luded  i n  the  d i s p o s a l  ca tegory?  

s d i t a b l e  f o r  d i sposa l?  Do you exchange acre f o r  ac re?  Can BLM d e f i n e  t h e  

Why a r e  some of 

The criteria used to select public land for disposal are listed in  Appendix 1.1, 
Land exchanges are based on appraised value rather than acre-for-acre 
compansons. 
BLM did not define the term small, as used in land tenure adjustment, 
instead resource values were evaluated against the criteria in  Appendix 1.1. 
Sizeisnot one of the value factors used to identify public lands for disposal. 
Large tracts of public land are identified for disposal if they met the disposal 
criteria in  Appendix 1.1. 

No. 95 

95 3) How does the  RMP handle  the  d i s p o s a l  of  p u b l i c  lands?  When BLM dec ides  t o  
proceed wi th  t h e  d i s p o s a l  of a tract  of pub l i c  l a n d ,  i s  t h a t  t r a c t  l i s t e d  or 
adve r t i s ed?  

Disposal of public lands can occur through private or state exchanges or 
public sale. 
The public land sale can occur by competitive or modified competitive 

, procedure. Public lands put up for sale arelistedin local newspapers and the 
Federal Register. Sales can be direct sales to individuals if warranted. These 
sales are also listed in local newspapers and the Federal Register. The BLM 
would primarily use exchanges to accomplish public land acquisition and 
disposal rather than sale. 

No.96 

96 
4 )  Is t he  purpose of t h i s  p lan  t o  exchange l and  t h a t  i s n ' t  so va luab le  f o r  
l and  that is ,  and is a c c e s s i b i l i t y  t o  BLM land  of  primary importance? Is BLM 
t r y i n g  t o  acqu i r e  pub l i c  access  t o  l a r g e r  tracts of pub l i c  l ands ,  even i f  
those  t r a c t s  a r e  i d e n t i f i e d  f o r  d i s p o s a l ?  
pub l i c  access  t o  BLM land?  

Could you g e t  a right-of-way f o r  

A purpose of this RMP is to identify public lands that can be used to 
exchange for private or state land that would be in the public's interest to 
acquire. 
Access to public land and private land with public values worth acquiring 
are factors considered when an exchange proposal is evaluated. 
The BLM is not trying to acquire access to public lands that are suitable for 
disposal, regardless of size. 

No.97 
97 5 )  Do you have a p re fe r r ed  a l t e r n a t i v e ?  Alternative D, as modified in this final, is the proposed alternative. 

No.98 

98 
6 )  I f  you dec ide  t o  put a campsite on p u b l i c  l and  do you have t o  go through a n  
Environmental Impact Statement? What l e v e l  of  planning i s  involved? 

All proposed developments on public land are analyzed for impacts prior to 
development. Developments which are not highly controversial or involve 
significant impacts (such as campsite development) are addressed in an 
environmental assessment, not an environmental impact statement. 
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99 7 )  You bring i n  money from minerals and grazing, how much do you bring i n  from 
recreation and how i s  t h i s  money spent? 

100 8 )  On land exchanges and purchases, what does the plan propose for  the mineral 
es tate?  

101 9 )  What kind of c r i t e r i a  were used i n  deciding which areas are open and closed 
for ORV use? 

w 
B 

102 10) How w i l l  ORV use be enforced? Do you have the authority t o  enforce ORV 
use similar to  the authority t o  i s s u e  trespass and enforce grazing rules  and 
regulations? 

\ 

lo3 i l )  How often do you do an RMP for  an area? 

104 12) How does Alternative D approach improving the condition of  over u t i l i z e d  
rangeland? 

13)  I f  you presently have a problem i n  management common, w i l l  that same105 problem carry i n t o  the new plan? 

NO. 99 
Very little money is added to the federal treasury from fee collection for 
recreational activities on public lands in the RMP area. Commercial outfit- 
ters are charged a minimum of $50/year or 3%of their gross receipts, for a 
BLM permit. There are about 10 permitted outfitters per year. Map sales 
produce some revenue which is used to print additional maps. 
Recreation fees collected by BLM are placed in  the U.S. general treasury. 

BLM’s policy is to avoid split estate situations. Each sale or exchange 
proposal would be evaluated on a n  individual basis because of the complex- 
ity of mineral ownership and mineral evaluations. Most sales and 
exchanges of the past have reserved the mineral estate for the federal 
government. Mineral estate can be disposed of for fair market value. 

No. 10% 
Public interest for proper resource utilization, safety, and environmental 
protection would be used to determine the need for off-road vehicle use 
restrictions under the limited or closed designations. 
For additional information please refer to the Off-Road Vehicle Issue Spe- 
cific Criteria portion of Chapter 1. 

No. B O 2  
BLM enforcement of off-road vehicle designations is implemented through 
cooperation with off-road vehicle users, patrols and citation if necessary. 

No. 103 
RMPs are prepared to provide guidance for a period of 10-15 years. They are 
monitored and maintained yearly, and are reviewed every 5years to deter- 
mine if guidance is valid. New issues or outdated guidance may result in 
plan amendments or preparation of a new RMP. 

No.104 

Previous direction for improving rangelands, through grazing manage- 
ment practices, has been provided in the Missouri Breaks Grazing Environ- 
mental Impact Statement and Prairie Potholes Grazing Environmental 
Impact Statement. The guidance from these documents has  been incorpo- 
rated in Management Common to All Alternatives. 
The decisions resulting from these documents will continue to be imple- 
mented and monitored to determine the effectiveness of on-the-ground 
actions in achieving resource management objectives. 

No. 105 

Existing management guidance has been reviewed and valid guidance has 
been incorporated into the Management Common to All Alternatives sec- 
tion. 



Public Meeting Great Falls, Montana July 14, 1987 No. 186 
106 1) When BLM sells a tract of land, where does the money go? Finances from the sale of public lands in Montana are distributed as fol-

lows: 4% to states and counties; 20% to the general fund; and 76% to the 
Reclamation Fund. 

No. 187 

107. 2 )  How does BLM define semi-developed and developed campsites when discussing 
the UMNWSR? 

Semi-developed sites are those with some capital improvements and camp- 
ing use is fairly frequent, 
Developed sites are those areas with tent or trailer spaces, potable water, 
&cess roads, refuse containers, pit or chemical toilets, and qualify for fee 
collection under the Land and Water Conservation Act of 1965. 

0.108 

108 
3)  Under the preferred alternative, what is the most extreme type of 
concession development that could be allowed? Is it possible that I could 
find a KOA by some BLM land? 

Developments permitted on BLM-administered land would be determined 
by need (demand) and economic feasibility. Under the proposed alternative, 
private sector initiatives such as a KOA campground would be allowed i f  
they meet these criteria. 

NO. nos 

w 
Q
0 

4) Under the preferred alternative what type of development would be allowed 
at interpretive sites along the UMNWSR? What sites along the UMNWSR qualify 
for interpretive development? Does BLM interpret KOA campground type of 
concession development, allowed in the preferred alternative as consistent 
with Wild and Scenic River Areas, under the Act? 
distribute the floaters guide as an alternative to constructing interpretive 
signs along the UMNWSR? . 

Could the BLM produce and 

Self-guided interpretive study development may be allowed at appropriate
geological, historical, cultural, paleontological or natural areas. This devel- 
opment may include interpretive signs and displays. Sites which could be 
developed include: Stafford Ferry, Cow Creek, Evans Bend, Steamboat 
Point, Little Sandy, and Hole-In-The-Wall. Other sites may be added as 
needed. 
Private sector initiative, such as  a KOA campground could be considered if 
there is need (public demand) and it iseconomically feasible. The proposed 
alternative states that these developments on public land would be permit- 
ted only in recreational segments of the river and must be consistent with 
the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act, as amended. 

. 

A Floater’s Guide is available and has been used extensively as an inter-
pretative tool. However, it  can’t address all the specific data on the numer- 
ous resources of the river ecosystem. This void could be filled with interpre- 
tative techniques such as signs. 

NO. nno 
110 5) How does the draft RMP address noxious plant management? The BLM will control and/or eradicate noxious plants on public lands 

administered by BLM under cooperative agreements with county weed 
boards. If weed problems occur in a checkerboard ownership pattern the 
BLM will initiate control measures in conjunction with other landowners. 
For additional information please refer to the Grazing Management 
Implementation (vegetation related) portion of Chapter 2 of this document. 

! 

L .. 

111 7 )  Where could this concession development occur along the UMNhSR? 
. 

~ i 

Such developments could occur only in the Recreational segments of the 
UMNWSR. These segments are shown on Figure 3.8in the Draft document. 

\
i 
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8 )  Does BLM envision private concessionaires assuming some of the river 
112 management duties (currently your river rangers are volunteers or 


employees)? Are there existing concessionaires? What would a concessionaire 

get in return for doing this? 


113 9 )  What services could concessionaires provide and would they collect fees 
from the public? Would you compensate them for taking on riverpanagement? 


114 10) Is there currently a no wake speed restriction in tke recreational 

segments of the UMNWSR? Where are the recreational segments of  the river? 

, 

11) How does the preferred alternative propose managing the Marias River? 

115 Does the BLM have some land along the Marias River? How can the public.find 


these lands? 


. 
I. 

. 12) How does the preferred alternative handle logging in the Sweet Grass 
116 Hills? Does this alternative protect the watershed in the advent of an 


active logging program? What is the current level of logging activity in the 

Sweet Grass H i l l s ?  

BLM would continue its administrative responsibilities however, private 
sector initiatives could provide some visitor services. River outfitters per- 
mitted by BLM are considered to be concessionaires. The concessionaire 
w,ould profit financially from service fees. 

No. 113 
Private sector initiatives could be used to provide a wide variety of services. 
These services could include providing supplies or major lodging facilities. 
Services would depend on  need and economic feasibility. BLM would have 
the option of compensating private sector initiatives on a case-by-case basis. 
An example might be contracting for litter pickup. 

No. 114 
Only wild and scenic segments of the Upper Missouri National Wild and 
Scenic River have a no-wake restriction, not recreational segments. Figure 
3.8 of the draft RMP shows recreational segments of the river. 

No. 115 
The proposed alternative identifies the Marias River as an acquisition area, 
limits off-road vehicle use on public lands along the Marias, and requires 
BLM to participate in developing instream flow recommendations. 
BLM does administer some land along the Marias as identified on Map 1in 
the back of the draft RMP. 
The map is a good method for the public to locate public lands however, most 
of the public tracts along the Marias are unsigned and don’t have legal or 
physical access. 

No. 116 
There is currently no logging on BLM lands in  the Sweet Grass Hills and 
this area is not considered commercial forest land by the BLM. 
The proposed alternative may allow the negotiated sales of forest products 
in  the Sweet Grass Hills. The possible sale of forest products will be 
addressed in an activity plan. 
Stipulations to protect resources, including the watershed, would apply to 
any timber sale which might occur. 



117 13) How does the RMP address water quality with respect to mining activity? 
Do you test for water quality before any activity takes place? 

1 

Mining and other surface disturbing activities generally impact water qual- 
ity and quantity both on the surface and subsurface. The degree of the 
impact depends on  several factors such as location, type, and extent of the 
disturbance and the stream or aquifer being disturbed. 
Federal regulations have set limits above which degradation of water qual- 
ity and quantity cannot occur. The State of Montana regulations are even 
more stringent, not allowing degradation of water quality or quantity off the 
disturbance or mine site. BLM would develop mitigation measures to ensure 
the Montana regulations for water quality and quantity could be main- 
tained prior to approval of a plan of operation. 
The Montana Water Quality Act and the Metal Mine Reclamation Act 
require mine permittees to characterize (test) existing surface and ground 
water conditions before mining activity begins. The Water Quality Board 
and BLM determine the types and level of characterization based on the 
type, level and location of the mining activity. 
For more information please refer to the Monitoring and Evaluation section 
of Chapter 2. 

118 14) What restriction does the preferred alternative impose on ORV use of the 
UMNWSR corridor? Do those restrictions change among management segments? 

The proposed alternative states that off-road vehicle use would be confined 
to designated road and trails all yearlong in the river corridor, regardless of 
the type of river segment classification. Those roads and trails would be 
identified in an off-road vehicle implementation plan that will follow the 
approval of the RMP. 



Public Meeting Shelby, Montana July 15, 1987 


Formal Statement 


My name is Mickey Fulp. I am a geologist with Santa Fe Pacific Mining. We 

are located in Albuquerque, New Mexico. We are a subsidiary of the Santa Fe 

Southern Pacific Corporation which you may know better as the Santa Fe and 

Southern Pacific Railroads. 


Since 1984 I have served as Project Manager for Santa Fe on our Sweet Grass 

H i l l s  exploration joint venture with Lehmann and Associates out of 
Minneapolis, Minnesota. Since I am a geologist I will restrict my comments 

tonight to mineral resources of the Sweet Grass Hills area and the benefits 

of developing them. 


Santa Fe will provide more detailed written comments to the BLM before the 

comment closing date. Cur joint venture presently controls approximately 
3600 acres of patented and unpatented mining claims, state leases and private 
leases in the Sweet Grass Hills. Our latest results have brought more 

focused attention to the Tootsie Creek area, East Butte. We have identified 

three areas with gold mineralization of tenorite to constitute ore. We are 

presently testing the continuity and size of these deposits. 


The project is still in its initial exploration stage yet since the fall of 

1984 Santa Fe Pacific Mining has spent over $500,000.00 on the program. The 

economic benefits to Liberty and Toole counties has been substantial mainly 

through goods and services purchased by o u r  exploration crews. In addition, No.119we have employed a local contractor for most of our road construction and pay 

substantial rentals and advance royalties thru our private lessors. 


The reference to historic hardrock mining has  been deleted as  a reason for 
The draft resources management plan environmental impact statement for the Area of Critical Environmental Concern designation. BLM did not mean to 
West HiLine area is of deep concern to Santa Fe Pacific Mining. We do not imply thiswas a reason for designation, but only meant to acknowledge that 
believe the BLM's preferred alternative best serves the people of the region there.has been historical as well as current mining use. 
o r  the people of Montana. We feel the only viable alternative is alternative 
A which would continue with the present management program f o r  the area. 
Current State and the BLM regulations provide stringent construction and No.120reclamation stipulations on all exploration,excavating and development 

activities. 


1 
BLM agrees that the proposed alternative will have a negative impact on 

I find it somewhat amusing that one of the four reasons for the BLM's so the mining industry. However, BLM does not feel it will be a significant 
119 called preferred alternative is the Sweet Grass Hills are an historic negative impact (long-term and lasting in effect). The Bureau feels the 

I
hardrock mining region. impacts of this alternative on the mining industry would be a moderate 

negative impact (short-term and temporary in effect). This is due to the 
The preferred alternative of the BLM would have a significant negative impact requirements of filing a Plan of Operations, where a Notice previously 120 on the mining industry. We have already felt this negative impact in that 

our recent 1987 exploration proposal has been delayed pending appeal of our , 

sufficed, and waiting for formal approval of that plan. The BLM will be 
1986 plan. The prefe;red alternative would complicate our process of required to comply with the time frames (generally 30 days) outlined in  43 
permitting drastically. CFR 3809 for approving a Plan of Operations. 

The delay experienced in your 1987 exploration program is a result of an 
We are also concerned with the lack of notification of mining claim holders appeal filed on the 1986 approval. This occurred under the current manage- 

121 Iof record in the planning process. The BLM maintains files in Billings ment practices (Alternative A). This appeal, and the subsequent delay of 
documenting all valid mining claims in Montana, yet of the major claim your 1987 exploration program would have occurred no matter which alter- 
holders in the area none that we know of, and this includes Santa Fe Pacific native was in place.Mining, Lehmann and Associates, Utah International, American Copper and 

Nickle, and Archaeon Mining, were officially notified of the proposed plan. 


No.121 
Please refer to response No.,13. 



No. 122 

We feel the draft is inadequate in addressing the geology and mineral 

resources of the Sweet Grass H i l l s .  Geologically the Sweet Grass H i l l s  are Please refer to response No. 9. 
strikingly similar to major gold mining areas in central Montana. Some 

examples would be Zortman-bndusky in the Little Rocky Mountains, Kendall 

Mine in the Moccasin Mountains, and the Spotted Horse-Gilt Edge Mines in the 

Judith Mountains. In addition the Sweet Grass have striking geologic 

similarities to the most famous gold mining area in this country and that's 

Cripple Creek Colorado. Numerous gold and silver occurrences are known in 

the Sweet Grass Hills and occur on west, middle, east and grassy buttes. 

Only a few of these were documented in the draft EIS. The following known 
occurrences were not even mentioned. At West Butte there were patented 

mining claims. At Grassy Butte is the site of present exploration drilling. 

An active gold placer mining operation has been ongoing in the Middle Butte 

area for several years. None of these occurrences were documented in the 

draft EIS. The report does not address at all recent exploration activities, 

potential for hosting major mineral deposits, and the benefits of mineral 

development to local economies. Santa Fe Pacific Mining feels a likelihood 

of finding mineable gold deposits in the Sweet Grass H i l l s  both of the 
underground o r  surface mining character extremely high, with mock resource 
potential exceeding one million ounces of gold. At present prices that one 


1
million ounces of gold would be worth $450,000,000.00. 

NO. nm
The report is inadequate in that no data is presented on the economic 
123 benefits of exploration to local communities and future benefits should 

development occur. I have already briefly mentioned Santa Fe's exploration Please refer to response No. 15. 
activities and direct benefits to the towns of Shelby and Chester for the 

last 3 years. Before any development could occur an additional 2 to 5 
m i l l i o n  dollars would be spent on exploration. I found it interesting to 
note that the BLM administers approximately 625,000 acres within the West 
HiLine study area within an area total of 11,285,000 acres of land. Compare 
this with the average surface gold mine mill complex which occupies less than 

100 acres. 


Now I would like to give you some facts and figures on gold mining. We're 

going to take this average size hypothetical surface gold mine. It will 

occupy less than 100 acres, it's development costs will range from 10 to 20 
million dollars. It will employ 75 to 100 people, mostly hired from a local 

labor force. This would include people all the way from electricians to 

secretaries. It will have an annual payroll of 1.5  to 2.5 million dollars, 
and it would provide numerous indirect jobs. Some economic planners say 3 to 
4 indirect jobs for every person employed in the mine to supply goods and 
services in the towns in which these people live. And it would substantially 

increase the state and local tax base. I think you can see from this that 

such a mineral development would have a strong positive affect on the economy 

of the local towns. 


In summary, Santa Fe Pacific Mining supports Alternative A which would 

continue present management policies in the Sweet Grass Hills. We feel that 

present state and federal regulations adequately protect the areas with 

stringent construction and reclamation stipulations. The BLM's preferred 

alternative would have a significant negative impact on the mining industry. 


In addition the draft EIS has not adequately addressed the high mineral 

resource potential of the area both surface and underground mines and the 

economic benefit of the exploration and development to local and state 

economies. 


I thank you for listening and if you have concerns over the economy of the 

West HiLine area I ask that you consider our position in hopes that you lend 
your support. Thank you. 
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124 1) Under Alternative D will mineral exploration become more complicated? 
Will mining activity be more stringently controlled and will reclamation 

activities be more complex? Will mining activity require an EIS? 

CI cn 
cn 2 )  Under Alternative A what are the requirements if mineral activity is less 
125 than five acres? Do you have to file a notice of intent and does the BLM 


complete an environmental analysis? 


3)  For the practice of traditional religion under the American Indian 
126 Religious Freedom Act, do Native Americans have to identify and verify 

specific religious sites? 


4 )  The map for the West HiLine Resource Management Plan, pertaining to the 
Sweet Grass HSlls, has a lavender colored area. Does this area represent the 


127 ACEC acreage of 6950 acres or the management zone acreage of 17,500 acres 

from Table 2 . 5  page 34? Is there any provision in the EIS that would lend 
itself to an expansion of the management zones to Federally managed 

subsurface? Is the RMP meant to manage those explicit areas pertaining to 
the Sweet Grass Hills? 


The proposed alternative would designate the Sweet Grass Hills as an Area 
of Critical Environmental Concern. In this Area of Critical Environmental 
Concern a proponent would be required to submit a Plan of Operation and 
receive formal BLM approval before conducting activities on BLM-
administered lands, regardless of the acreage to be disturbed. Special stipu- 
lations may be applied on a case-by-case basis. The additional time frames 
and review under the proposed alternative may allow impacts from specific 
proposals to be more accurately assessed and mitigating measures devel- 
oped before problems occur. 
In the portions of the planning area not designated an Area of Critical 
Environmental Concern, a n  operator may proceed 15 days after notifying 
the BLM of his intentions for projects less than 5 acres under the current 
management alternative. Mining and reclamation standards will remain 
the same, namely whatever is necessary to prevent unnecessary and undue 
degradation. 
All Plans of Operation are evaluated under the National Environmental 
Protection Act to assess the impacts and identify the stipulations needed to 
prevent unnecessary and undue degradation. An environmental analysis is 
used to evaluate most actions; however, an environmental impact statement 
is required where significant impacts or a high level of controversy are 
expected. 

No. 125 
Locatable mineral activities (excluding casual use) disturbing less than 5 
acres require the filing of a Notice with the BLM District Office under the 
current management alternative. This Notice must detail how and where 
activities would be conducted and must be filed a t  least 15 days before 
surface disturbing activities begin. 
The BLM screens this Notice for potential conflicts with threatened and 
endangered species, cultural, watershed, soils etc. There is no formal appro- 
val or disapproval and no federal action taken, nor is there a formal envir- 
onmental analysis prepared. However, if a Notice reveals that the activities 
to take place would cause unnecessary and undue degradation, steps are 
taken to correct the operation or stop the project. 

No. I26 
American Indians do not have.to “identify and verify” specific religious 
sites to practice their traditional religion under the American Indian Reli- 
gious Freedom Act. 
Please refer to the Implementation of Traditional Cultural Values portion of 
Management Common in Chapter 2 for additional information. 

No.127 

The lavender colored area on Map 3 has been revised to represent the Area of 
Critical Environmental Concern boundary. The use of management zones 
is no longer proposed in  the RMP. The proposed alternative could apply 
special stipulations to mitigate impacts to raptors within the raptor habitat 
area delineated on the maps in Appendix 2.2. 
Management guidance for the Sweet Grass Hills is located under the 
Emphasis Area discussions in Chapter 2. Additional guidance can be found 
under each resource in the Management Common to All Alternatives sec- 
tion of Chapter 2. 



NO. n m  
128 

5 )  What is going to happen to those lands that have been identified' for 
disposal? 
there be a renewal offered? How would a sale of public land be 
accomplished? Will the permittee of a grazing lease be reimbursed for 
improvements if the lands are exchanged or sold? 

Will a lease on those lands continue to its expirationand will Public lands identified for disposal would be managed under the guidance of 
the RMP until disposed of. Current authorizations and renewals will con- 
tinue until disposal occurs. After disposal, BLM no longer has any man- 
agement involvement. 
Sales of public lands can occur through a competitive, modified competitive, 
and direct sale process. All types of sales are listed in local newspapers and 
the Federal Register. The sale and grazing regulations do allow for the 
grazing lessee to be reimbursed for improvements. 

129 
6) Would the ACEC management zone, on private surface and federal subsurface, 
constitute a zoning which would restrict private surface rights and entitle 

The management zone concept has been eliminated. Please refer to response 
No. 32. 

owners to just compensation? 

NO. nm 
130 

7) What are the BLMs responsibilities when mining activity occurs on private 
surface and federal subsurface? 
tailed hawk nest is located in the area? 

What happens if a peregrine falcon or red 
The BLM has no regulations or permitting requirements for hardrock min- 
eral activity occurring on private surface. Such activity is regulated by the 
Montana Department of State Lands. 

NO. n 3 n  

mrn 
131 8) What are the BLMs responsibilities if somebody wants to drill an oil and 

gas well and you find a hawk or an eagle nest? 

-

Raptor protection measures for sensitive or threatened and endangered 
species, contained in the standard oil and gas lease stipulations (Appendix 
2.2), limit surface occupancy to no closer than 1/4-mile from an occupied 
nest. The proposed alternative would implement the Rocky Mountain Front 
Raptor Guidelines in the Sweet Grass Hills and Kevin Rim Areas of Critical 
Environmental Concern (Appendix 2.2). In most circumstances an operator, 
would have two options: (1)they could relocate the well; or (2) they could 
wait until the nesting raptors leave before beginning surface disturbing 
activity at a closer proximity than the 1/4-mile limit. 
BLM's responsibility is to ensure that the oil and gas lessee is provided the 
opportunity to develop the lease while also ensuring that raptors and their 
habitat are not compromised in  the process. 

NO. n a  
132 9) What areas can Native Americans claim for traditional religious practices? Please refer to response No. 126. 

133 
10) Has the BLM done any studies of the relative cost of managing by 
Alternative A versus Alternative D, and what would those comparative costs 
be? Where is the increase in funding going to come from to manage the 
preferred alternative which is more management intensive? 
affect mine permits if you don't have the personnel required to do the 
necessary clearances? 

How will this 

An analysis of each alternative was completed based on the management 
inte'nsity by planning issue. The current funding level would be adequate to 
implement the No Action Alternative. Alternative Bwould require a 3 to 5% 
increase and Alternatives C and the proposed alternative would require 5 to 
10% increases. 
Funding levels would affect the time and implementation of management 
actions over a period of 10 to 15 years, but would not affect resource alloca- 
tions made under this RMP. 

, 



134 11) What brought on the new management plan and the need f o r  it? Why the 
need for all the changes when Alternative A seemed to work quite well? 

135 12)  I have not seen designated trails on 98% percent of the BLM land. What 
is the interpretation of an allowable trail for off road vehicle use? 


13) Page 87 deals with 529.67 acres that would be opened up to mineral entry 

136 in East Butte. Is this located on a map and where is it designated in the 


R t P ?  

137 14) When the BLM exchanges or sells public land, what happens with the 

mineral rights? 


138 15) Is a mining company required to reclaim an area under Alternative A? 

16) Are the professionals settling for something that is less than adequate 
13’ under the preferred alternative? 


The annual BLM budget process would set funding and workload priorities. 
If BLM staff are not available to do the clearances, other options including: 
assistance from other agencies, private contracting, or requesting the com- 
pany to supply the information may resolve the budget/staff deficits. 
For additional information and text revisions please refer to the Budget 
Assumptions section in Chapter 2. 

No. 134 

Existing planning documents were found to be outdated and no longer 
useful. The West HiLine RMP/EIS was developed, incorporating valid guid- 
ance from previous plans when possible, to address current issues and 
concerns. 

No. 135 

The Lewistown District currently does not have any trails designated solely 
for off-road vehicle use. Off-road vehicles may use any area or trail not 
designated as limited or closed. Use in limited areas is subject to the restric- 
tions applied. 
A trail with use restrictions would be posted with applicable stipulations. 
Please refer to Chapter 2 of this document for designations under each 
alternative. 

No. 136 

The area involving the lands withdrawn to the Bureau of Reclamation in 
East Butte is shown on page 63, of the draft RMP. This management action 
is identified in Chapter 2 under the Emphasis Area discussion for each 
alternative. 

No. 137 

Please refer to response No. 100. 

No. 138 

Reclamation is  required for hardrock minerals activity under all alterna- 
tives. Reclamation is governed by 43 Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) 
3809. 

No.139 

The BLM feels that the proposed alternative presents an overall balance for 
managing the public lands under BLM’s multiple use mandate, which pre- 
cludes the selection of a n  alternative strongly favoring one resource over 
another. 



No. I40 
17) Who made the decision that the preferred alternative is Alternative D? 
How was this decision made? 
necessary alterations based on public input? 
final plan and has that decision already been made? 

140 Is Alternative D the final plan with some 
Who makes the decision on the 

BLM managers reviewed the analysis of the alternatives for: 1) effective-
ness in resolving planning issues; 2) conformance with the guidance estab- 
lished by the planning criteria; and 3) avoidance of unnecessary impacts to 
the human environment. 
Based on the above criteria, the preferred alternative (Alternative D) was 
presented to the public a s  a balanced management strategy for public lands 
and resources. The preferred alternative has been modified to reflect the 
public review process. Public comments and an evaluation of the alterna- 
tives against the criteria listed above led BLM to select the proposed alterna- 
tive in the final RMP. 
The BLM will issue a Record of Decision identifying the final plan following 
distribution of the proposed final RMP and allowing for aprotest period. If a 
protest is  received, the BLM can issue an ROD for that portion of the plan 
not under protest, pending a decision on the protest, or defer the ROD until 
after resolution of the protest. The Montana State BLM Director authorizes 
the final plan. 
Additional information on this subject can be found in the Selection of the 
Proposed Alternative section of Chapter 2. 

' 

w a m 

141 18) What happens if the public prefers Alternative A? Is public input only 
from within the state or from all over the country? 

; 
BLM has considered public participation and opinion in all issues and has  
modified its preferred alternative. 
Public opinion is solicited and considered from all interested U.S. citizens, 
organizations and agencies. 

No.B42 
142 19) How was the public notified about the draft RMP? How come mining claim 

holders were not notified? 
Please refer to response NO.13. 
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Formal Statement 


My name is Fred Jenkins, I am exploration manager for Santa Fe Pacific Mining 

and I represent our company on the statement I wish to make here this 

evening. We have been working here in the Sweet Grass H i l l s  particularly 
focused lately on t6e East Butte area since about 1984. As of the end of 
this next week we w i l l  have spent close to a half million dollars in an 
effort to locate an economic gold deposit. 


We come with some credentials I think from an environmental standpoint. I 

need to bring this up briefly because what we feel is unfair in the 

Alternative D is the designation of the area of critical environmental 

concern. We ourselves have been, I think, very thorough in our handling of 

environmental matters, and as a matter of fact, we have received endorsements 

from the New Mexico Wilderness Coalition testifying to congressional 

committees on our behalf in the way we have operated in the past as well as 
the National Parks Conservation Association. This has to d o  with work we 
have done on WSA areas and other work we have done in the southwest. 


So our main concern is with the policy under Alternative D of identifying the 
area of critical environmental concern. We don't believe that is justified 

in giving the fact there is no known proven habitat that's going to involve 

an endangered species nor is there a problem with nesting birds. There is 
only a future proposed program upon which we have no solid backing. We feel 
that the work we have done has shown solid evidence and supports the already 

admitted statement of the BLM that there is good mineral resource potential 

there, and especially in our case in gold. 


We have focused in as I said, in the East Butte area and we recognize the 

conflicts that are there, but we believe that the current management 

technique, the multiple use concept in Alternative A would best suit the 
problem of addressing that. We see no advantage in Alternative D except that 

the ACEC would further make it more difficult to operate a mining venture. 

Yet, it would only slow things down and cause more expense, in the bottom 

line it is going to be all of us that pays for that. 


So our basic statement is that we feel that the State and Federal regulations 
would adequately protect the areas as they've been defined and we support 

Alternative A in that respect. 




No.143 
The reclamation standards are intended to prevent unnecessary and undue 
degradation of federal lands and resources. This standard applies under all 
alternatives. Disturbance has to reach a 5-acre threshold before a formal 

Public Meeting Chester, Montana July 16, 1987 permit is required under Alternative A. 

143 
1) What is the difference in reclamation between Alternatives A and D, for 
example in mining? 
the same between Alternatives A and D? 

What about getting a permit to do disturbance, would it be 

An approved Plan of Operation is required for all surface disturbing activity 
within designated Areas of Critical Environmental Concern (Kevin Rim, 
Sweet Grass Hills and Cow Creek), except casual use under the proposed 
alternative. 
Each alternative would apply the unnecessary and undue degradation 
requirement to every plan of operation filed. 

No. 144 
144 2) Is the whole area (West HiLine) going to be designated under the same 

Alternative? BLMs proposed alternative, including the Management Common to All 
Alternatives guidance, would be implemented throughout the planning 
area. 

No. 145 

145 3) Is there a large open pit mining operation foreseen for the Sweetgrass Hills? Could it reduce big game habitat? 
BLM has no mining Plans of Operation authorized, or pending, for a large
open pit mine in the Sweet Grass Hills. If one was proposed, the environ- 
mental analysis would address potential impacts to big game habitat. 
Reduction in big game habitat would depend on the magnitude and duration 
of such a n  operation and the mitigating measures which would be applied. 

No. 146 
u 
Q,
8 

The location of the withdrawal is shown on Figure 3.6 (on page 63 of the 
draft). 

4 )  Where is the 529 acres of withdrawl land that you want to open to mining? 
146 Isn't it inconsistent to open this area up to mining and designate the area an 

ACEC? 

The purpose of the Area of Critical Environmental Concern designation in 
the proposed alternative is not to preclude mining from the area. The BLM 
would continue multiple use management in the Area of Critical Environ- 
mental Concern with a management emphasis on protecting the resources 
for which the area was designated. 
BLMs review of the withdrawal has indicated that 529.67 acres is no longer 
needed by the Bureau of Reclamation for the stated purpose. Therefore, 
BLMhasrecommended revocation of the withdrawal. The revocation would 
reopen the lands to the public land laws, including mineral entry. Since the 
majority of the Area of Critical Environmental Concern would remain open 
to themineral entry, itisconsistent to reopen theselands. Thelocation of the 
withdrawal is shown on Figure 3.6 on page 63 of the draft. 

. 

5) Did BLM permit and approve the mining road into Devil's Chimney in the 
147 Sweet Grass Hills? Will the road be reclaimed? Do you control access on 

roads open to mining or can the public drive on that road? 
access for the purpose of protecting wildlife habitat? 

Can you control 

BLM did permit exploration work in thevicinity of Devil's Chimney on June 
23,1986. One of the conditions of approval was that  the roads and drill sites 
be reclaimed when work is completed. A reclamation bond is being held by 
the Montana Department of State Lands. 
Roads constructed on public lands are generally open to the public, while 
they are in existence; unless this use puts public health and safety at risk, or 
substantially interferes with the purpose for which the road was con- 
structed. 
Mitigation restricting access can be developed to protect wildlife habitat or 
other resources if the environmental analysis indicates these measures are 
necessary. 



6) Are the 529  acres of withdrawal land part of the area already open to 148 
mineral exploration? 


7) What are your standards for reclamation on a road like the one into Devil's 
149 
Chimney? 


150 8) How much in royalties are received from locatable mining? What will the 
private surface owner receive in an area with federal minerals and a mining 

operation? 


9) Does BLM require an environmental assessment on mining projects? Is there
151 
public input into an environmental assessment? 


10) What is the acreage of federal surface with federal subsurface for East 
152 
Butte of the Sweet Grass Hills? 


153 11) What protection will Alternative D provide ranchers with private surface 
over federal subsurface acreage in the event of a mining operation? 


No. 148 

The 529.67 acres are part of the 569.67 acres currently withdrawn by the 
Bureau of Reclamation which are not open to mining. Removal of the 
withdrawal would open that  portion to mineral entry, unless those lands 
were subsequently withdrawn. This withdrawal is within a n  area that is 
open to mineral exploration. A review of the current withdrawal recom- 
mended that  all but 40 acres be returned to public land status and opened to 
mineral exploration. 
The map on page 63 of the draft RMP/EIS shows the general location of this 
area. For additional information please refer to response No. 136 and NO. 
146. 

No. 149 

The standards for road reclamation are to: replace the sidecast rock and 
soil, regrade the road to approximate the original contour, and reseed with 
a n  approved seed mixture at the prescribed rate. 
The bond is not released until a self-sustaining stand of vegetation has been 
established and the stability of the reclaimed roadbed is to BLM's satisfac- 
tion. 

No. 150 
There are no federal royalties on locatable mineral production. In Montana, 
there is a State Metaliferous Mines Tax with a variable tax rate ranging 
from 0 to 1.5%of the gross produced value. 
The private surface owner is entitled to compensation for damage to his 
surface and improvements, but no royalties or comparable income. 
For more information please refer to response No. 130. 

No. 151 

All Plans of Operation permitted by the BLM must meet National Environ- 
mental Policy Act of 1969 (NEPA) requirements, which include that each 
action be analyzed and an environmental document be prepared, filed, and 
be available to the public. This process may involve public participation 
which is determined by the significance of impacts and level of controversy 
expected as a result of of the proposed action. 

No. 152 

There are 4,760 federal surface acres and 13,305 federal subsurface acres in 
the East Butte area. 

No. 153 

The alternatives do not affect private surface. For additional information 
please refer to response No. 130. 



154 12) Is Alternative D going to give you more control over mining in the ACEC 
areas versus Alternative A or does the 1872 mining law oversee mineral 

development? 


155 13) What are you doing to control access in the Sweet Grass Hills? How will 

this affect our plans to make this a walk in recreation area? How will BLM 
control the damage to public and private lands? 


+ 156 14) Can you keep ORVs off of existing or future mining roads? 

a 

b3 

157 15) What is considered a trail on BLM land for ORV use? 

158 16) How much private and public surface is there in the Devil's Chimney area? 


159 17) What type of fire protection do mining companies have to provide? 


The 1872Mining Law applies to all alternatives. If impacts can be mitigated 
and do not cause unnecessary or undue degradation, the BLM must approve 
a mining Plan of Operation. 

No.155 

The Sweet Grass Hills would be given a limited off-road vehicle designation 
in  the proposed alternative, which would restrict use to designated roads 
and trails. The intent is to eliminate cross-country motorized travel with 
access only on existing routes. The activity plan will further define limita- 
tion with regards to time of year and type of vehicle restrictions. 
Continued multiple use under the Area of Critical Environmental Concern 
designation would permit a varied public use, but most of it should be 
confined to designated roads-trails identified in anoff-road vehicle plan and 
identified in the field by signs. Some public and private off-road vehicle 
trespass may occur. 
The specific details of a walk-in recreation area would be addressed in  the 
activity plan that would be prepared for the Area of Critical Environmental - .  
Concern: 

NO. nm 
A temporary restriction or closure can be put into effect if use of an existing 
mining road is dangerous to the public. This would be assessed on an 
individual basis. Future mining activity and associated roads would be 
addressed during review of the mining permit and Plan of Operations. 
Please refer to Response No. 147 for additional information. 

The BLM has no routes identified or built as trails for off-road vehicle users. 
The term roads and trails is used generically to cover all possible access 
routes. A biker could use a cow trail or go cross country if the area is 
designated as open. Travel would be restricted to access routes if an area is 
designated limited to existing roads and trails. 
An off-road vehicle trail is a route that accommodates one or two wheeled 
motorized or mechanical vehicles. 

Devils Chimney is located on the East Butte. The BLM manages 4,760 acres 
on East Butte. 

The operator must comply with all applicable federal and state fire laws and 
regulations and shall take allreasonable measures to prevent and suppress 
fires in areas of operation. 
Any fires they cause which require BLM suppression action, will be billed to 
the mining company to recover BLM's costs. This is for man-caused fires 
only. 



160 18) What are the standards for water quality on and around mining activity? 

Is there any testing before mining activity begins? 


161 19) Has the decision already been made that Alternative D is what you are 
going to do? 


162 20) Do you have the discretion to deny opening the 529 acres to mining? 

-F 
Q, 
cu L 

163 21) Why doesn't the BLM outline policies for ORV use in the Sweet Grass Hills? 

_r-

164 22) How much and what type of mining activity can occur in the Sweet Grass 
Hills? Can a mining company go back into the mountain and remove the hills? 

Can they level the hills and just replace it with grass? 


No. 160 
The Montana Department of State Lands is responsible for ensuring that 
mining activity does not degrade water quality, unless a waiver is granted, 
based on necessary economic or social development. A waiver may not be ' 

granted if present and future uses of the water would be adversely affected. 
A public hearing is required for a waiver. 
Operators are required to document existing surface and ground water 
conditions prior tomining activity. BLM and the State Water Quality Board 
would determine the type and level of characterization. Testing may or may 
not be required, depending on the type, level and location of the mining 
activity. 

No. 161 
Please refer to response No. 140. 

No. 162 
The 529.67 acres are segregated from mineral entry as stipulated in the 
withdrawal of these lands to the Bureau of Reclamation. Removal of the 
withdrawal would reopen these lands to mineral entry, unless another 
withdrawal segregating mineral entry were initiated. The proposed plan 
would allow mineral entry after removal of the withdrawal. 

No. 163 
Off-road vehicle designations have been identified for each alternative in 
Chapter 2 (under issue No. 2, Off-Road Vehicle). The proposed alternative 
designates off-road vehicle use in the Sweet Grass Hills as limited to desig- 
nated roads and trails. Additionally, seasonal restrictions to off-road vehi- 
cle use of designated roads and trails would apply in crucial wildlife areas. 
An activity plan would be prepared to address specific restrictions prior to 
implementation. 

No. 164 
There are no set restrictions on what method of mining a n  operator may 
employ. The type of mining, open pit or underground, depends on the grade 
and configuration of the ore body. The government assumes the operator 
knows best how to develop a mineral deposit and merely evaluates the 
proposal to identify unnecessary and undue degradation. 
If environmental analysis of a specific proposal indicates it would cause 
unnecessary and undue degradation, the operation is not permitted. The 
operator may elect to change the mining method to reduce impacts to a level 
that does not cause unnecessary/undue degradation. 
As for a n  operation that would go in  and level the Sweet Grass Hills, we have 
no indications of any mineral deposit that would justify such measures. 
Given what is known about the mineral potential of the area such a scenario 
is extremely unlikely. 

i 



165 23) On page 32 Alternative D. what is proposed for the one square mile of 
intensive ORV use and where is it proposed for? 


166 24) What i s  involved with obtaining a mining patent? 

167 25) Can a mining company cross private property to get to a federal claim? 


2 


26) Under Alternative D. why did you specify Native Americans would be 

168 notified of mining activity in the Sweet Grass Hills and not other 


organizations? What tribes use the Sweet Grass Hills for religious purposes? 


169 27) Is there much ORV use on BLM'lands which don't have legal or physical 
access? 


No. 165 
The intensive off-road vehicle use area, identified in the proposed alterna- 
tive, is an option which may be developed if sufficient interest is indicated. 
The intensive use area would be located in an area designated open to . 
off-road vehicle use and in  a n  area which meets the criteria outlined in 
Chapter 2. Identification of a specific location will not occur until BLM 
receives sufficient interest. 

No. 166 
A mining claimant may apply for patent after doing $500worth of develop- 
ment work on a claim. It is then examined to verify the discovery of a 
valuable mineral, asdefined under the mininglaws. If there are no contests, 
then a patent is issued. 

No. 167 
A claimant may not enter private surface/private minerals without permis- 
sion from the landowner. In areas where the mineral estate is owned separ- 
ately from the surface estate, the mineral owner has certain surface rights. 
Mineral rights generally include surface use for purposes of access, explora- 
tion, development, mining, ore dressing and transportation operations. 
However, the surface owner is entitled to compensation for damage these 
activities cause to the surface and improvements. 

Under the American Indian Religious Freedom Act, a federal agency is 
obligated to consult with local Native American groups when actions may 
affect an identified religious site or area. The Sweet Grass Hills have been 
formally identified as a Blackfeet and Chippewa Cree Indian traditional 
religious area. They are also known to have been used by the Gros Ventre, 
Stoney, Blood and other tribes for vision questing activities. 

During the fall there is some off-road vehicle use on such lands, but actual 
use numbers aren't known. 



' Public Meeting Lewistown, Montana July 20, 1987 

Formal Statement 


My name is Dick Knox, I am president of the Missouri Breaks Multiple Use 

Association, and I speak here tonight on behalf of that organization. Our 

association is composed primarily of farmers and ranchers from Blaine, Fergus, 

Chouteau and Phillips Counties, we are the people who will be most directly 

affected by this proposed management plan. We do have some concerns and I 

will try to address them specifically tonight. First let me say that we truly 

believe in what the name of our organization implies, we believe in true 

multiple use of these federal lands we are discussing tonight. These uses 

include not only grazing and mineral development they include hunting, 

fishing, floating and other outdoor pursuits too numerous to mention. Taken 

together this wide range of commercial and recreational activities comprise 

true multiple use of not only the Missouri Corridor, but all Federal lands in 

the study area. We're here tonight to discuss the management for the next 

10-15 years, hopefully it will stay as close to multiple-use management as is 

now the case. 


Our organization can support Alternative D with these qualifications of 

riparian habitat. We love the cottonwood groves too, and recognize they are 

not regenerating as they should for the enjoyment of future generations. We 

would point out that completely fencing groves will be disruptive to ranchers 

with grazing permits. Livestock need shade during hot weather and complete 

fencing would be very detrimental, also fencing large groves will disrupt 

cattle movement to water and concentrate them heavily in other areas, creating 

problems that do not now exist. We could not support such a policy. We 

recommend that if such a policy is instituted that it provide for: 


1. leaving a portion of all groves unfenced, the portions of the groves 

could be rotated to provide for reestablishment of the entire grove. 


2 .  large and particularly long areas of groves be segmented to provide for 
normal cattle movement to water. 


Our next area of concern is right-of-way management. 

We believe Alternative D to be unduly restrictive. We believe that the 

amount and scope of the restrictions is very detrimental the future of gas 

development in the area. 


There are producing gas fields on both sides of the river at the present time 

and a lot of the management area is rated high, with very good prospects for 

finding more natural gas. The proposed plan (Alternative D) will surely 

stifle future gas development, this in an economic ally depressed area with a 

shrinking tax base. If these restrictions were necessary to preserve the 

Beauty of the Area, which we all love, then perhaps we could support them. 

They are not: The oil and gas people have demonstrated over the years that 

they can keep disruption to a bare minimum and very successfully rehabilitate 

disturbed areas. 




Our organization participated heavily in the public input regarding the 

pipeline crossing below Stafford Ferry. There were many who said a crossing 

that magnitude was not possible without heavy environmental damage. The 

opposite has proven true, to a person floating the river the crossing is 

absolutely not noticeable and if you are on the banks only a small marker is 

visible. The heavy scarring that was supposed to occur is not present to any 

degree at all. In fact if you don’t know where the line is you would not 

notice it at all, this is less than four years, at the end of 10 years all of 

the right-of-way will blend with its surroundings, a very small environmental 

price to pay for economic activity so vital to this area. 

Existing management between the BLM or the gas industry I s  working well, it 
should not be made heavily restrictive as it is in,alternative D. 


Our organization supports the Right-of-way management in Alternative B. 


To sum up our position, we support Alternative D, but with changes we have 
outlined. 
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170 1) What is the management plan the draft West HiLine RMP proposed for the An activity plan will be prepared for the Cow Creek area which will be 
trail up Cow Creek with respect to riparian habitat? Does the draft propose managed with a strong emphasis on riparian management. The activity 
fencing about 100 acres in the Cow Creek area? plan may identify riparian pasture or exclosure needs but no specific 

acreage has  been identified. The primary emphasis will be on grazing- 
management practices to improve riparian community conditions. 
For additional information please refer to the Cow Creek Implementation 
section of the Alternative D description in Chapter 2 of this document. 

The problems identified include trespass on private land, indiscriminate 171 2) What problems are people (recreational users) causing on the UMNWSR? How off-road vehicle use, sanitation problems and soil compaction at  campsite does the draft propose to solve those problems? locations. Trespass on private land is most prevalent on the stretch from 
Fort Benton to Coal Banks. Each alternative provides for acquisition of 
recreational land, whether it be through exchange or purchase. Indiscrimi- 
nate off-road vehicle use is conflicting with the floater use along the corri- 
dor. The limited off-road vehicle designation which specifies that off-road 
vehicles must use only designated roads and trails should minimize this 
conflict. Sanitation is a problem around the more popular campsites. The 
proposed alternative states that sites be upgraded if sanitation becomes a 
health problem. Soil compaction, or bare ground, occurs at the more heavily 
used campsites and management would keep the character and rate of 
change due to human factors within acceptable levels. 

No.172 

172 3 )  Is the no wake speed provision enforced on the UMNWSR during hunting The no-wake speed is in effect during the primary recreation use season on 

season? the scenic and wild segments of the Upper Missouri National Wild and 
Scenic River, currently Memorial Day through the week after Labor Day. 
The no-wake speed provision is not applicable after Labor Day. 

No. 173 

4 )  Does the draft propose a carry i n  - carry out type of litter management A pack i d p a c k  out policy would be implemented. BLM law enforcement 

173 program o r  any other type of regulations regarding garbage? If you have a personnel would enforce only BLM regulations. A cooperative agreement 
law enforcement person on the river would then enforce all the regulations? could be signed with another agency which would expand this authority. 

No. 174 

174 5) How was Alternative D selected as the preferred alternative? Was it a 

staff decision? Can public input change portions of the proposed alternative Please refer to response No. 140. 
in the draft? 


No. 175 


175 6) How does the draft propose managing the mineral resources, especially hard Hardrock minerals will be managed under the 43 CFR 3809 regulations 
rock minerals? which are applicable where BLM is the surface managing agency. For 

additional information and text revisions please refer to the Mineral 
Resource Management section of the Management Common to All Alterna- 
tives description in Chapter 2. 



No.176 

176 7) What i s  the l ega l  de f in i t ion  of the  UMNWSR corridor boundaries? 

177 8) Does the draft  address trapping o r  hunting (throughout the study area or 
in Cow Creek)? How w i l l  the proposed ORV management a f f e c t  trapping? 

178 9) How do you currently access  the Cow Creek area? Does the draft  propose a 
change' i n  that access? 

F a
m 


179 10) How does BLM define a road and a t r a i l  for access  purposes? 

11) What has been learned from BLM riparian s tud ies  (on the north s i d e  of the 
l80 UMNWSR)? Does the draft  propose fencing the cottonwood stands i n  riparian 

areas? 

The Upper Missouri National Wild and Scenic River, as identified in  this 
RMP, includes the legally defined corridor and adjacent public lands neces- 
sary to manage recreation use within the corridor. The Upper Missouri 
National Wild and Scenic River is legally defined as the area within therims 
of the Missouri River, from Coal Banks Landing to five miles above the Kipp 
bridge; and the river and its bed between Fort Benton and Coal Banks 
Landing, and the lower portion within the Charles M. Russell National 
Wildlife Refuge. 

The draft RMP provides for recreational opportunities such ashunting and 
trapping in generic terms. For additional information please refer to the 
Recreation Management section of the Management Common to All Alter-
natives description in Chapter 2. 
Off-;oad vehicle use would be restricted i o  existing roads and trails and 
seasonal limitations in the Cow Creek area. Specific details will be 
addressed in an off-road vehicle implementation plan. 

Current access to the Cow Creek area is by way of the old Cow Island Trail to 
the James Kipp homestead; the Cow Island Road to Spencer Ridge and the 
Harry Liddle property, floating the Missouri River to the James Kipp 
homestead, and by way of numerous, unmarked, foot trails. 
The draft does not propose any change in the current access. 

A BLM road would fit one of the following criteria: 
1. A two-track established solely from passage of vehicles over a period of 
time; 
2. A vehicle route which has been improved and maintained by mechani- 
cal means to ensure relatively regular and continuous use. 
3. A route maintained periodically for access by four-wheeled vehicles 
larger than 40" width. 
A trail is a route that accommodates one or two wheeled motorized or 
mechanical vehicles. 

No. 180 

Three years ago, a 60 acre riparian exclosure was constructed on the north 
side of the Missouri River. There was to be 30 acres with no grazing and 30 
acres grazed in  late fall. The area was enclosed with an electric fence, but 
because of difficulty in maintenance, there has  been some livestock use 
within the exclosure each year. Despite this, willow and cottonwood repro- 
duction is evident within the exclosure. These riparian studies have shown 
that proper livestock grazing, other than continuous grazing during the hot 
summer season, is not harmful to riparian reproduction and establishment. 



The Upper Missouri National Wild and Scenic River Coordinated Activity 
Plan will list management techniques in more detail. Fencing may be used 
as a grazing management tool, but it is doubtful if individual cottonwood 
groves would be fenced separately, except for smaller areas used by recrea- 
tionists for camping or other uses. 

No. 181 
18112) Does the Nez Perce trail go up the bottom of Cow Creek? Does the draft A 16-mile segment of the Nez Perce National Historic Trail is located in  the 

propose acquiring all the deeded ground in the bottom of Cow Creek? Can the Cow Creek drainage. The proposed RMP provides the guidelines to acquire 
BLM force someone to trade that kind of ground f o r  an isolated parcel? private land either through easement or fee title processes for recreational 

opportunities. The amount of acquisition would depend on several factors 
including opportunities and funding. 
The USFS is currently writing a management plan for the entire Nez Perce 
Trail which is slated for completion by October, 1989. This activity plan, 
which will be available for public review, will provide specific guidelines for 
management of the Nez Perce National Historic Trail. 
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Formal Statement 


My name is Ernest K. Lehmann. I live in Minneapolis, Minnesota. I am 

President of Ernest K. Lehmann and Associates of Montana, Inc. and I am 

testifying on behalf of the company. Ernest K. Lehmann Associates of Montana 

is part of a group of companies who offer consulting geological services for 

the mineral industry and engage in exploration in their own right. I am a 

professional geologist and past president of the American Institute of 

Professional Geologists. I am a registered geologist in several states, 

including California and Alaska. 


I am going to confine my remarks to the Sweet Grass Hills and to the aspects 

of the proposed management plan that relate to mineral exploration and 

possible mineral development. I guess my comments are particularly important 

that we get the oral testimony since we haven't found my written testimony. 


We are a major holder of claims, mining claims and mineral leases in the 

Sweet Grass Hills area. And we also hold state and private leases, surface 

and mineral leases. 


To summarize what I'm going to say, is that we believe that in the Sweet 

Grass Hills the only viable alternative presented in the management plan is 

Alternative A, which is the no action alternative. And this is because 


182 really for three major reasons, we think that the planning process has been 

flawed. We think the plan is based on inadequate data as to the Sweet Grass 

Hills only, we make no comment as to the rest. And we do not believe that 

the data presented substantiate the preferred alternative. 


As I say we are a major claim owner, we have 25 mining claims on East Butte 
of which are in the proposed emphasis area, we have 28 claims at Middle Butte 
which are just to the north, and we have 30 claims at West Butte which are 

just to the west of the proposed areas which are at least where BLM has 

surface. These are areas, some of these claims are areas where BLM has the 

minerals and private persons have the surface. We are also the record lessee 

of extensive privately and state owned lands in all three areas. 


I want to note for the record that we have never received an official notice 

of the proposed plan. We heard about the plan only indirectly even though 
183 

the BLM has a record of our mining claims and we then had to initiate our own 
efforts to obtain a copy of the draft proposal. 


We don't think that the draft is adequate and based on adequate information. 

The areas in which I proposed to couunent are the lack of discussion of recent 

mineral exploration activities in the area, the potential of the area for 


184 hosting economic mineral deposits, and the economic benefits and impacts of 

mineral development if it should occur in the area, and in fact the basic 

geologic information that's presented in the draft plan is incomplete and 

partially is actually incorrect. 


BLM's responses to your specific comments are given in the later portions of 
your statement. 

NO. ns3 
Please refer to response No. 13. 

No:ns4 
Please refer to response No. 15. 



I'm not going to comment here on the details of the geology that would 
consume the time that is best spent in other ways,but in my written 

presentation we do give you a thumb nail sketch of the geology. 


I do want to talk about the mineral potential because I think'the other 

people who are here from the public deserve that background. The historic 

mineral exploration in the Sweet Grass Hills has been going on since the turn 

of the century and is focused primarily on fluorite deposits on East Butte 

and some copper deposits on East Butte, placer gold in Middle Butte and a 

small lip silver occurrence which dates back to the early part of the century 

which is on West Butte and was mined in the early part of the century. 

Neither the placer gold nor the lead-silver occurrences are discussed in the 

draft plan even though active mining is going on at Middle Butte at the 

present time. 


There is right now active mineral exploration at East, Middle and West Butte 

and as well at Grassy Butte which is n o t  in the plan but is significant to 
note that that exploration is going on. Grassy Butte is just southeast of 

Middle Butte. And the reason for this exploration is that the Sweet Grass 

Hills has strong geologic similarities to very important gold producing and 

prospective gold producing areas. The closest analogy in terms of geology is 

with the Little Rocky Mountains where what is now the fourth largest gold 

producer in the U.S. is operating. That operation started in the early E O ' S ,  
it's a very significant operation. 


The other of these outlying hills that occur in north central Montana are 

also prospective. We are active in the Bear Paw Mountains, there are others 

who are exploring in the Judith's and the Moccasin's and of course, as I 

mentioned, the Little Rocky's. These areas have some geologic similarity to 

the famous district of Crippled Creek in Colorado which everybody has at 
least heard of, which was a very large gold producing area. They also have 

similarities geologically to some new discoveries being made in the south 

pacific and they have significant potential not only for medium to large 

scale open pit operations but also for higher grade underground deposits. 


There is gold, there are gold occurrences in the Sweet Grass Hills. The 

placer at Middle Butte is of course the most obvious, but we are aware of the 

fact that a major company has drilled a number of holes at Grassy Butte and 

has encountered more grade mineralization. They have not yet determined the 

extent of that. 


Our work to date also indicates significant, though not yet commercial, 

occurrences of gold and related metals and elements in rocks and soils at all 

three areas of East, West and Middle Buttes. The data presented by the BLM 

plan makes no presentation of the amount of exploration that has been done in 

the Sweet Grass Hills in recent years or does it discuss the direct and 

indirect present and future economic benefits to the area from hard mineral 

exploration and development. 


We would estimate that since we began our exploration in the area in 1983 

somewhere in excess of half a million dollars is already been spent by us and 




o the r s  on t h a t  exp lo ra t ion .  This  has  inc luded  geologic  mapping, geochemical 
mapping, sampling, geophys ica l  work, topographic  surveys  and r e l a t e d  work. 
It 's going t o  t ake  a l o t  o f  d r i l l i n g  t o  d e l i n e a t e  any t a r g e t s  o r  test any 
t a r g e t s  i n  the  a rea .  So there w i l l  be a l a r g e  a d d i t i o n a l  expendi ture .  A l o t  
of t h a t  money t h a t ' s  spen t  remains i n  t h e  area, i t  does not  d i sappear  
myster ious ly  t o  somewhere else. There are r e n t a l s  paid t o  landowners, 
r o y a l t i e s ,  advance r o y a l t i e s  pa id ,  we purchase  goods and s e r v i c e s  such as 
meals and lodging ,  road bu i ld ing  s e r v i c e s ,  and so on. 

Yo? can reasonably  expect t h a t  any, before  any d iscovery  i s  de l inea ted  t o  t h e  
poin t  where a development dec i s ion  could  be made t h a t  i t  would c o s t  from a 
m i l l i o n  t o  f i v e  m i l l i o n  d o l l a r s  pe r  t a r g e t ,  and t h e r e  may be a number of 
p o t e n t i a l  t a r g e t s  i n  t h e  a rea .  These expend i tu re s  a lone  have a s i g n i f i c a n t  
impact on t he  communities i n  t h e  a r e a  of  Ches te r  and Shelby. And none of 
t h a t  i s  covered i n  the  r epor t .  A sma l l  o r  modest s i z e  I would say ,  mining 
ope ra t ion ,  open p i t  mining ope ra t ion ,  i f  one  were d iscovered  and developed, 
might employ 35 t o  50 people f o r  pe r iods  of  5, 10  o r  20 years .  And these  
would be people who a r e  heavy equipment ope ra to r s ,  t echn ic i ans ,  
admin i s t r a t ive  s t a f f ,  and who a r e  r e l a t i v e l y  w e l l  pa id .  So t h a t  you could 
look  a t  a p a y r o l l  from a s i n g l e  d iscovery  of  a t  least $800,000.00 t o  a 
m i l l i o n  and a h a l f .  Larger  ope ra t ions  would have comparably l a r g e  a f f e c t  and 
employ people.  

I t ' s  k ind  of a r u l e  of thumb by p l anne r s  and s o c i a l  s c i e n t i s t s  t h a t  i n  t h e  
minera l  i n d u s t r y  one d i r e c t  j o b  produces t h r e e  or fou r  i n d i r e c t  jobs  i n  t h e  
a r e a  i n  terms of s e r v i c e s  of  va r ious  k inds ,  ranging  from garages  and machine 
shops t o  school  t eache r s  and so on. So t h a t  any minera l  development i n  t h a t  
a r e a  would have a s i g n i f i c a n t  and marked impact on t h e  economy of t h e  Sweet 
Grass H i l l s ,  none of  t h i s  is c i t e d  i n  t h e  p lan .  

We be l i eve  t h a t  t h e  da t a  presented  i n  t h e  p l an  i n  l a r g e  measure does not 
s u b s t a n t i a t e  t h e  cho ice  of A l t e rna t ive  D. We f e e l  t h a t  dec i s ions  made wi th  
r e s p e c t  t o  minera l  p r o j e c t s  are r e a l l y  too  fo ld .  The exp lo ra t ion  i t s e l f  has  
very  l i t t l e  a f f e c t  on t h e  environment. I t 's  a temporary a f f e c t ,  w e  a r e  
r equ i r ed  by the  S t a t e  of  Montana, whether i t ' s  on Fede ra l  o r  p r i v a t e  su r face ,  
t o  f i l e  w i th  them rec lamat ion  p l a n s  and r ec l a im t h e  land  t o  t h e i r  
s a t i s f a c t i o n .  We are bonded i n  r e l a t i o n  t o  t h a t ,  i n  f a c t  I met wi th  the  

1
s t a t e  people on another  p r o j e c t  t h i s  morning. 

I f  minera l  development occurs  i t ' s  imposs ib le  t o  pre-judge what t he  a f f e c t  NO. nm185 would be. We do  n o t  now know whether i t ' s  a l a r g e  depos i t  or a small depos i t  
t h a t  what w e  might f ind .  o r  i f  i t 's  going t o  be mined underground o r  open 
p i t ,  and u n t i l  we have gone t h r u  t h e  e x p l o r a t i o n  s t a g e ,  we cannot make the  Please refer to response No. 19. 
k inds  of judgments t h a t  a r e  r equ i r ed  nor can  t h e  BLM o r  the  s t a t e .  Therefore  
we t h ink  t h a t  environmental  impacts must be judged on a p ro jec t  by p ro jec t  
and a s i t e  by s i t e  bas i s .  W e  f e e l  t h a t  t he  cu r ren t  r egu la to ry  process  i n  
Montana i s  adequate.  W e  d e a l  w i th  i t ,  we d e a l t  w i th  i t  f o r  a number of y e a r s  
i n  the  explora tory  s t a g e ,  we  a r e  prepared  t o  d e a l  w i th  i t  on t h e ' o p e r a t i o n a l  
s t a g e ,  i n  f a c t  I ' v e  s t a r t e d  some d i scuss ions  wi th  t h e  state on t h a t .  

16  
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Issues of air and water quality are dealt with by the state process in what 

we feel is in a reasonable manner and also the state process as the BLM is 

well aware deals with cultural and other resources. It does that on a site 

specific and project specific basis. 


We're particularly concerned about the effect of some.of the things like the 

raptor guidelines and feel that the imposition of the raptor guidelines to 

the Sweet Grass Hills is not warranted for a number of reasons. One is, 
186 there are no known nesting areas in the area at the present time as the plan 
states, and secondly we don't think that for example a three mile buffer is 

required around possible peregrine falcon's nests when I have some two 

blocks from my office on top of a skyscraper in downtown Minneapolis. So 
that we don't think the raptor guidelines should be imposed, if they do have 


I
to be imposed at some time it should be in relation to a specific project. 

We don't see anywhere in the plan that there are any threatened or endangered 

187 species and the plan can't be, the Alternative D, can't be justified on that 

basis. 


Our investigations of the areas, and we are not archaeologists and we are not 

188 out there looking for cultural sites but in three years of mapping we have I 

not identified or noted any archaeological or cultural sites and the plan 

does not identify any. 


We think that the explqration process has essentially zero effect on hunting

189 Ias far as the elk or deer population goes and we think again that you cannot 

judge what the affect of a mining operation is going to be until the mining 

operation occurs, and again the state rules provide for taking that into 

consideration. 


The same can be said of the affect on visual resources, which again are zero 

in the exploration stage, and again are dependant on the specific mine plans 

in the event something is developed. 


Lastly we don't feel that the proposed Alternative D will do anything to 

mitigate the current conflict between Native Americans and Santa Pe Mining 


191 who is operating with us on East Butte and can't see that imposition of new 
restrictions and reduction of the five acre rule will do anything to resolve 

that conflict. That conflict as I understand it will probably be resolved in 

the courts. 


From all of these factors therefore we conclude that the only alternative 

that should be considered in so far as the Sweet Grass Hills are concerned is 
Alternative A which is the no change alternative. Thank you. 


No. 186 
Please refer to response No. 20. 

No. 187 
Please refer to response No. 23. 

No. 188 
Please refer to response No. 24. 

No. 189 
Please refer to response No. 25. 

No. 190 
Please refer to response No. 26. 

No. 191 
Please refer to response No. 27. 
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1) Can you adopt part of one alternative and part of another for the final 

192 RMP? If you adopt Alternative D for the Missouri River, do you have to adopt 

Alternative D for the Sweet Grass Hills? 


193 2) What is the schedule for modifying and adopting the plan? What form does 

a protest have to take? 


194 3 )  Does the BLM have any plan for treating the noxious weeds in the river 
areas? 


195 4 )  What is Alternative B? 

196 5) Would the second choice for BLM be Alternative C? 


No. 192 
We can adopt any part of any alternative which has been analyzed in the 
document. Our proposed alternative reflects modifications based on the 
public opinion we have received. 

No.193 
This final RMPIEIS is the modification of the draft. If BLM does not receive 
a protest within 30 days of issuing this final, we can issue adecision on what 
constitutes the RMP. If we receive a protest, a decision on that portion under 
protest will not be issued until the protest is resolved. The protest procedures 
can be found in the Dear Reader letter. 

The BLM has plans to treat the noxious plants in the river areas. The 
management guidelines are discussed briefly under “Grazing Management 
Implementation (Vegetation Related)” in  Chapter 2. 
The programmatic environmental assessment on Containment/Eradica- 
tion of Selected Noxious Plants, referenced in the draft document, is  availa- 
ble for review in the Lewistown District Office and in the Great Falls and 
Havre Resource Area Offices. BLM will emphasize biological control 
methods on large infestations in riparian zones and in  floodplains along 
rivers and streams. Chemical control methods may be used along roads, 
trails, railroads, and on small upland infestations to eradicate or contain 
selected noxious plants as funding, personnel, and local coordination per- 
mits. 

Alternative B is the maximizing production alternative in which only those 
stipulations required by law (i.e., threatened and endangered species) would 
be applied to development on the public lands. 

BLM’s proposed alternative is Alternative D; a blend of the three other 
alternatives. A second choice alternative has not been identified. 



ERRATA 


This section contains the changes and additions made to Chapters 3 and 4 of the draft RMP/EIS. 

Many of the revisions required changing only a word or figure within a sentence, however, the entire 
sentence has been reprinted for the reader’s convenience. 

The revisions are given in the order of their appearance in the draft RMP/EIS. The left hand column 
of the following section shows the location (by page, column, paragraph and if necessary, the 
sentence) of the change made to the draft RMP. The indented text then contains the changes or 
additions made in that  location. I t  would be to the reader’s convenience to read this section in 
conjunction with the draft document. 

LOCATION OF CHANGE 

SHOULD READ 

Chapter 111-Affected Environment 

Page 43, Column 1, Paragraph 6 

Groundwater of better quality and quantity is available from deeper aquifers such as those 
contained in the Madison Group of formations, but the costs associated with development make it 
prohibitive for use except for large commercial interests or municipalities. 

Page 43, Column 2, Paragraphs 2 and 3 

The planning area is underlain by sedimentary deposits which include sandstones, shales, 
limestones and dolomites. In  places these rocks have been folded, faulted and intruded by igneous 
bodies. Several episodes of glaciation occurred across the region. The resulting geologic settings 
include glaciated flat-lying sediments in northcentral Montana, large scale overthrust faults 
along the Rocky Mountains, and isolated outcrops of igneous rock in the Sweet Grass Hills and 
Bear’s Paw Mountains. 

Three uplifts (the Sweet Grass Arch, the Bear’s Paw Mountain Arch and the Sweet Grass Hills) 
are the prominent structural features. Portions of the Montana disturbed belt and the Rocky 
Mountain overthrust belt cross the western edge of the planning area (Ross, Andrews and 
Witkind, 1958). Large amounts of glacial till and outwash were deposited in the regions by the 
Illinoian and Wisconsin stages of glaciation (Perry, 1962). 

Page 43, Column 2, Paragraph 6, Additional Sentence 

Appendix 1.3 contains more detailed information on oil and gas history and the program’s 
current and reasonably foreseeable direction. 

Page 45, Column 1, Paragraph 2, Sentence 1 

Oil and gas production figures are provided in the Social and Economic Conditions section (page 
75, Table 3.20) of the draft document. 

Page 45, Column 1, Paragraph 4 

An estimated 850,000 tons of coal was mined from the Big Sandy and Milk River Coal Fields in 
Blaine County (Hubbard, Koch, and Biggs, 1966) between 1890 and 1960 for local use. No coal 
production is occurring at  this time. 

Page 45, Column 1,Paragraph 6 

Overall, the coal in the planning area is similar in grade and British Thermal Unit content to the 
coal mined from the Powder River Basin in southeastern Montana and northeastern Wyoming. 
The exception is that the coal beds in the planning area are thinner and less continuous in lateral 
extent. Currently, these localized deposits are passed over in favor of the more strippable coal 
deposits in the Powder River Basin. Estimated coal resources, by county, are identified in Table 
3.2. 

Page 45, Column 2, Paragraphs 1 , 2 , 3 ,and 4 
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Locatables I 


Deposits of gold, silver, copper, lead, zinc and bentonite occur in the planning area. Metallic 
deposits are associated with the igneous intrusions which uplifted the Bear’s Paw Mountains and 
the Sweet Grass Hills. Locatable bentonite deposits are associated with the thick Cretaceous 
shales in the planning area. Figure 3.10 (a new figure in this Errata section) is a regional map 
showing the number of unpatented mining claims per township. 

The occurrences of locatable minerals in the Sweet Grass Hills and their development potential 
are discussed in the Emphasis Area section of this chapter. 

There are 35 unpatented mining claims in Blaine County, north of the Fort Belknap Indian 
Reservation, believed to be located for the purpose of developing the bentonite resources in the 
Cretaceous Bearpaw Formation (see Figure 3.10 of this Errata section). Commercial bentonite 
has  been produced from the Bearpaw shale in both Phillips and Valley Counties. However, both 
of these mines, and their associated processing plants, were closed down several years ago due to 
the downturn in the petroleum industry; a major bentonite user. While there is a high occurrence 
potential for bentonite on those claims underlain by the Bearpaw Formation, the development 
potential would have to be rated as low at  this time. 

There is a group of unpatented mining claims in the Bear’s Paw Mountains of Blaine County, east 
of the Rocky Boy Indian Reservation (see Figure 3.10 of this Errata section). There is no BLM 
administered surface associated with these claims. Gold is probably the primary mineral of 
interest. An exploration program was conducted in 1986, and unconfirmed reports indicate that 
a n  ore deposit of unknown size and grade has been identified. 

There’are32 unpatented mining claims in the Breaks region of Blaine County just north of the 
Missouri River. Some of the claims lie inside the management boundaries of the Upper Missouri 
National Wild and Scenic River Corridor and the Cow Creek Wilderness Study Area. These 
claims are located on, and around several small igneous intrusions called diatremes. The compo- 
sition of these diatremes issimilar to kimberlite, which hosts diamonds in South Africa and other 
diamond producing areas. Geologic conditions suggest that  diamonds could possibly be present 
in these diatremes (Hearn, 1979), but to date there have been no reports of any diamond occur- 
rence. 

Salables 
Most of the planning area was glaciated during the Pleistocene epoch. Continental glacial ice 
extended south to approximately the Missouri River. The Sweet Grass Hills; Bear’s Paw Moun- 
tains and the Little Rocky Mountains remained unglaciated, rising above the surrounding ice 
sheet (Colton, Lemke and Lindvall, 1961). Extensive material deposits resulted from the glacial 
activity, and the more recent stream activity. 

These deposits are sources of sand, gravel and fill material. The commercially developed sources 
are privately owned. The primary users of federally owned mineral material deposits are the 
Bureau of Reclamation, the State of Montana and area county governments. 

Page 46, Column 2, Paragraph 10 

Riparian areas are those areas within wetlands; geographically delineated by distinctive 
resource values and characteristics. These values and characteristics result from the influence by 
permanent water. Availability of permanent water allows a greater diversity of plant, fish and 
wildlife species than surrounding ecosystems. Riparian zones vary in size and vegetative com- 
plexity because of the many combinations created between water resources and physical site 
characteristics (Hanson 1980). Site characteristics include topography, aspect, gradient, eleva- 
tions, soil type; influenced by permanent water and water quality, and plant community. Ripar- 
ian areas may be associated with lakes, reservoirs, estuaries, potholes, springs, bogs, wet mea- 
dows, and ephemeral, intermittent, or perennial streams. 

Riparian areas are unique and among the more productive and important ecosystems. Healthy 
riparian systems filter and purify water as it moves through the riparian zone, reduce sediment 
loads, enhance soil stability, provide micro-climate moderation when contrasted to extremes in 
adjacent areas, and contribute to groundwater recharge and base flow (BLM Riparian Area 
Management Policy, 1987). 

Appendix 2.4 lists the major riparian areas along the UMNWSR. The primary sources of surface 
water in the entire planning area are listed on page 43 of the draft. 
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Page 50, Column 1,Paragraph 3, Include As Last Sentence 

For more information on candidate species management, please refer to the Wildlife & Fisheries 
Implementation portion of the Management Common to All Alternatives section of Chapter 2. 

Page 50, Column 2, The Subheading Range 

Grazing Manangernewt 
Page 50, Column 2, Paragraph 6, Sentence 1 

There are 397 grazing allotments in the pla ing area, of which 216 are administered under 
Section 3 of the Taylor Grazing Act and 181under Section 15of the Act. 

Page 50, Column 2, Paragraph 6, Last Sentence 

The Great Falls Resource Area directly administers 67 Section 15 allotments, while the Havre 
Resource Area administers the rest. 

,-
Page 50, Column 2, Paragraph 8, Sentence 1 

Management categories have been assigned to each of the 397 grazing allotments. 

Page 51, Column 1,Paragraph 1,Last Sentence 

Objectives are prepared and a grazing system is developed to consider all resource needs within 
the allotment and on surrounding allotments. 

Page 54, Column 2, Paragraph 3, Additional Information 

The following is a list of species of special interest or concern in the West HiLine planning area. 
MAMMALS BIRDS 

Dwarf Shrew Northern Goshawk 
Preble Shrew Ferruginous Hawk 
Merriam Shrew Merlin 
Big-eared Bat Peregrine Falcon 
Hoary Marmot Prairie Falcon 
Black-tailed Prairie Dog Golden Eagle 
Black-footed Ferret Mountain Plover 
Wolf Upland Sandpiper 

Lynx Long-billed Curlew 

Northern Pygmy Owl 
AMPHIBIANS Northern Saw-whet Owl 

Dakota Toad Long-eared Owl 

FISH Burrowing Owl 
Pileated Woodpecker 

Pallid Sturgeon 
Olive-sided Flycatcher 

Paddlefish 
Western Bluebird 

Sicklefin Chub 
Clay-colored Sparrow 

Brewer’s Sparrow 
Bobolink 
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Page 56, Column 1,Paragraph 5, Sentence 2 

The entire 149 miles of the Upper Missouri National Wild & Scenic River flows through the 
planning area. 

Page 56, Column 2, Paragraph 7, Last Sentence 

Each of the BLM-administered wilderness study areas is described in detail in Appendix 2.8. 

Page 58, Table 3.7, Right-of-way Footnote 

Rights-of-way are issued for various utility and transportation purposes. Table 3.8 identifies 
rights-of-way by county. 

Page 60, Column 1, Paragraph 3, Sentence 1 

The ,Kevin Rim contains significant resources (exceptional raptor habitat and significant 
archaeological sites) which are unique to the planning area. 

Page 60, Column 2, Paragraph 2, Sentence 3 

Presently 54 wells have been drilled in the proposed emphasis area. 
Page 61, Figure 3.5 Was Revised As Shown on the following page 

Page 62, Column 1, Paragraph 2, Sentence 1 

There are five rights-of-way within the Kevin Rim area (four roads, pipelines, etc. associated with 
oil-gas activity and one communication site). 

Page 62, Column 1, Paragraph 10, Sentence 1 

The Sweet Grass Hills emphasis area is unique because of its traditional religious importance to 
the Blackfeet, Chippewa-Cree, Gros Ventre, Blood and other Native American tribes; its habitat 
potential for reintroduction of the endangered peregrine falcon; and its important elk and deer 
habitat. 

Page 62, Column 1, Paragraph 11, Delete Sentence 2 

Page 62, Column 1, Paragraph 11, Sentences 4 ,5 ,  and 6 
There are approximately 7,952 BLM-administered surface acres within the boundaries of these 
three Buttes (4,760 acres on East Butte, 600 acres on Middle Butte and 2,592acres on West Butte). 
There are approximately 11,072 BLM-administered subsurface acres beneath the public surface 
on these three Buttes. 

Page 62, Column 2, Delete Paragraph 4 

Page 63, Figure 3.6 Was Revised As Shown on the following page. 

Page 64, Column 1,Paragraphs 1-8 

The Sweet Grass Hills are composed of three separate areas known as East Butte, Middle (or 
Gold) Butte and West Butte. The Sweet Grass Hills were formed in Eocene time (Truscott, 1976), 
approximately 50 million years ago, by the intrusion of igneous material into the overlying 
sedimentary rock ‘as plugs, laccoliths, dikes and sills. These sedimentary rocks were domed 
upward in the three separate areas that make up the Sweet Grass Hills and dissected by erosion 
into landforms resembling three distinct groups of hills rather than three individual buttes. 

All three buttes have lately been the focus of hardrock exploration activity, primarily for precious 
metals. Very little published data is available on the Sweet Grass Hills and only recently has 
information become available concerning their mineral potential. 

The current mineral ownership in the Sweet Grass Hills varies considerably. The following are 
examples of mineral ownership patterns: federal surface/federal minerals, private surface/fed- 
era1 minerals, private surface/private minerals, and state surfacelstate minerals. All of the 
federally owned minerals are currently open to location and entry under the mining law, with the 
exception of those portions of T. 36 N., R. 5 E., Sections 29 and 30 (withdrawn by the Bureau of 
Reclamation.) This withdrawn area presently consists of 569.67acres. Detailed maps and plats of 
the area are available from local BLM offices. 

East Butte is the largest of the three buttes and is composed of large masses of syenite porphry in 
contact with the limestones of the Madison Group. It also has the longest history of mineral 
exploration and production. 

During World War 11,East Butte was investigated as  a possible fluorspar (CaF2) source. The 
report concluded that better deposits existed that were not as  remote (Ross, 1950). 
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Placer gold prospecting was widespread on East Butte near the turn of the century. The principal 
areas of placer mining were on Tootsie Creek, with some work being done on Halfbreed, Sage and 
other creeks on the southern slopes of East Butte. The total production was estimated at less than 
2,000 ounces. The distribution of the workings suggest that  the placer gold of East Butte may 
have been derived in part from the fluorspar lodes occurring at the syenite-limestone contacts 
(Ross, 1950). 

Iron deposits were located on several claims east of Mount Royal in Section 32, T. 36 N., R. 5 E. 
These claims were patented in 1896. Most of the iron occurs in or near blocks of Madison 
limestone contained within the syenite. Samples reportedly assayed at 60% iron, but no ore is 
believed to have been shipped (Ross, 1950). 

The Brown Eyed Queen Mine, located a mile southwest of Mount Royal, produced several small 
amounts of rich copper ore a t  the turn of the century (Ross, 1950). Records show production from 
lode deposits at the Sweet Grass Mine, near the head of Ribbon Gulch, of about 8,700 pounds of 
copper, 8,400 pounds of lead, 1,100 pounds of zinc, and 651 ounces of silver. Development at the 
Sweet Grass Mine was in progress in the mid 1960s. A mineralized fracture zone about 4-feet wide 
was being worked. Grab samples of the ore assayed 4 to 8%copper, 25 to 50% lead, and 12 to 25 
ounces per ton silver with a trace of gold. Two 50-ton shipments of high silica ore were made to the 
Anaconda Smelter (Hubbard, Koch and Biggs, 1966). I t  isnot known for certain why this prospect 
was abandoned, though it was probably due to its remote locale, small size and a downturnin the 
copper market. 

Current exploration efforts on East Butte are focused on identifying gold/silver mineralization. 
The area has  been largely unexplored in modern time. Soil and rock chip sampling have identi- 
fied areas of anamalous gold concentrations on East Butte; particularly in the Breed Creek and 
Tootsie Creek areas, and up the South Fork of Tootsie Creek toward Mount Royal. Exploration 
activity in the summer of 1987, revealed gold mineralization of two general types. Low grade, 
widespread gold mineralization occurring at shallow depths within the syenite; and areas of 
relatively richer grade, yet particularly erratic, gold mineralization within solution breccia zones 
of the Mission Canyon limestone, which developed at the syenite-limestone contact. 

Data supplied by various mineral companies was used to assess the gold/silver development 
potential of East Butte with the criteria in Appendix 3.4 (a new Appendix shown in the back of 
this document). Large portions of East Butte have moderate development potential as depicted in 
Figure 3.11of this Errata section. No high development potential areas were identified because 
while widespread gold anomalies were found, not enough exploration work has been done to 
identify an  ore body. This may change as more work is done in the area. Several mineral 
companies believe there is an  extremely favorable likelihood of finding mineable gold deposits. 

Stone and riprap have been extracted from quarries in the East Butte intrusives. There is an  
inactive riprap quarry in Section 32, T. 36 N., R. 5 E. located on a patented mining claim. Rock 
from this quarry was used a s  riprap during the construction of Tiber Dam. The Bureau of 
Reclamation has placed a withdrawal on lands adjacent to this quarry to secure future sources of 
riprap, though it is doubtful that  but a small fraction of this material is needed. The lands under 
this withdrawal have been nominated by industry as a n  area of critical mineral potential because 
of the strong likelihood for the occurrence of precious metal deposits. 

Middle Butte, also known as Gold Butte, consists of several igneous masses, and many associated 
dikes and sills, that  have been intruded into shales of the Cretaceous Colorado Group (Kemp and 
Billingsley, 1921). 

Anamalous gold and silver concentrations occur in soil, stream sediment and rock-chip samples 
on the northern portion of the Middle Butte complex. These mineral deposits occur in faulted and 
brecciated zones within the igneous intrusives and altered Colorado shales. The criteria in 
Appendix 3.4 indicates this area has  moderate development potential (see Figure 3.11 of this 
Errata section). 

Stream sediment sampling and exploration work on the most prominent peak of the Middle Butte 
area, Gold Butte, does not indicate occurrences of locatable mineral deposits. BLM records do not 
show any mining claims located on Gold Butte itself. 

The name Gold Butte is derived from the historic placer gold mining that took place 'on the 
northwest side of Middle Butte, near the head of Eclipse Gulch. Mining first started here at the 
turn of the century, with several periods of revival since (Ross, 1950). The latest placer mining 
effort involves reworking the old placer tailings and mining some select new ground. This is 
currently occurring on patented claims in the southeast quarter of Section 18,T. 36 N., R. 3E. The 
area is rated as  having high development potential for placer gold (Figure 3.11 of this Errata 
section). 
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West Butte is alargeigneous mass with associated dikes and sills, intruded into Colorado shales. 
Small blocks of sedimentary rock from the underlying formations are contained with the intru- 
sive body. There is a spectacular talus slope on the southeast corner that is probably due to 
erosion along a fault-line (Kemp and Billingsley, 1921). 

Anamalous gold and silver concentrations occur in soil, stream sediment and rock-chip samples 
in an  area generally northwest of West Butte peak. A little lead ore containing some gold and 
silver was produced in 1908, from patented claims in Section 14, T. 37 N., R. 1E. These mineral 
deposits occur in brecciated zones within the intrusives and altered sedimentary formations and 
along fault contacts. Using the criteria in Appendix 3.4, this area is rated as having moderate 
development potential for gold and silver (see Figure 3.11 of this Errata section). 

Just  southeast of West Butte, on private land, a 2-foot thick coal seam in the Cretaceous Eagle 
formation has  been altered by intrusives into what is locally described as a high grade semi- 
anthracite. This coal was occasionally mined for local use, probably as far back as  1890 (Kemp 
and Billingsley, 1921). There is currently no coal mining in the area. 

Several miles south of Middle Butte, in T. 35 N., R. 3 E., Sections 22 and 27 is Grassy Butte. This 
feature is probably related to the same mechanisms that formed the three main buttes of the 
Sweet Grass Hills. I t  is a small volcanic breccia pipe that has intruded into the surrounding 
sediments. 

There is no BLM managed surface on Grassy Butte, but there are 29 unpatented mining claims 
filed on federally owned minerals. In  1987, an exploration program for precious metals recovered 
over 3,000 feet of drill core from Grassy Butte. Though data is scarce, this area is believed to have 
moderate development potential (see Figure 3.11 of this Errata section). 

Page 64, Column 1, Paragraph 9, Include As Last Sentence 

To date, no intensive raptor surveys have been made in the Sweet Grass Hills. However, invento- 
ries are planned beginning in the spring of 1988. 

Page 64, Column 2, Paragraph 1,Sentence 1 

No peregrines are currently known to nest in the Sweet Grass Hills, but they do occur asmigrants. 

Page 65, Column 1, Insert Between Paragraphs 4 & 5 

Since 1983, approximately $500,000 has  been spent on mineral exploration in the area, or a n  
average of $125,000a year. Mining expenditures during exploration bring about employment and 
income in other sectors of the economy. These expenditures represent direct payments to whole- 
sale and retail trade establishments, construction, transportation, and other services in the area. 
The local economy would benefit due to purchases made from businesses in  the area. As these 
expenditures circulate through the local economy about $110,000 in other business activity would 
occur along with the full time equivalent of three to four jobs and annual earnings of $50,000. 
Most of this activity will occur for a short time period (two to three months) and the number of jobs 
affected would be about 12 to 16. This accounts for .4%of Liberty County’s nonfarm employment 
and 5%of the nonfarm earnings. Mineral exploration offers some, but limited employment and 
income opportunities for the local economy. 

Page 65, Column 1, Insert Between Paragraphs 7 & 8 

Potential habitat exists for Antennaris aromatica and Rorippa calycina, candidate T&E plant 
species for listing, and several Montana species of “special concern.” However, to date, no 
inventories have been made for these plants. 

Page 65, Column 2, Paragraph 4, Last Sentence 

Of the 464 miles, 16 miles are in the Cow Creek emphasis area; one of the few trail segments the 
public can enjoy almost exactly as it was in 1877. 

Page 71, Table 3.14, Footnote No. 1 

Actually Observed Visitors 
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P a g e  72, Table  3.15 Was  Revised As S h o w n  

TABLE 3.15 
RECREATION FACILITIES 

Faci l i ty  Name 
Fort Benton Visitor Center 

Fort Benton Boat Launch 
Evans Bend 
Rowe Island 
Senieurs Reach 
Black Bluff Rapids 
Loma Ferry 
Wood Bottom 
Marias Island 
Spanish Islands 
Virgelle Ferry 
Coal Banks Landing 
Little Sandy Creek 
Little Sandy Creek 
Lanning Ranch 
White Rocks 
Eagle Creek 
Hole-In-The Wall 
Dark Butte 
Pablo Bottom 
Stoos Ranch 
Slaughter River 
Arrow Creek 
Judith Landing 
Stafford Ferry 
Gist Ranch 
Cow Island Landing 
Bull Creek 
Woodhawk Bottom 

Power Plant Bottom 
Heller Bottom 
Kendall Bottom 
Knox Bottom 
Le Clair Bottom 
James Kipp State Park 

Legend 

River  Mile 
1 N  

l . N  
6.5 S 

13.0 N 
16.35 
19.3N 

21 
21.2 N 
22.5 N 
27.2 S 

39 
41.5 N 
46.7 N 
47.4 N 

51 N 
53.1N 
55.7 N 
62.8 S 

69,N 
72.8 N 
15.3N 
76.5 N 

77 s 
88.5N 
101.8 s 
122.6 N 
125.5 N 

127 N 
130.6 S 
131.0 S 
132.3N 

136 S 
144 N 

145.3S 
148.1 N 

149S 

River Mile Facilities 
N -North BL -Boat Landing 

Facilities Available 
Information. 
Interpretive Display 
BL 
DC, PT 
DC 
DC 
DC 
BL 

DC 
BL 
C, BL, W, PT, RS 
DC, PT 

L 

DC, PT 
C, S, PT 
DC, PT 
DC, PT 
L 
C, S,PT 

C, BL, PT, W, RS 
CT, W, BL 

DC, PT 

DC, PT 

L 

C, PT, W, BL 

W -Water 

Publ ic  Land  
Access 

Yes 
Yes 
No 
No 
No 
Yes 

Yes 
Yes 
No 
Yes 
Yes 
Yes 
Yes 
Yes 
Yes 
Yes 
Yes 
No 
No 
Yes 
Yes 
Yes 
Yes 
Yes 
Yes 

Yes 
Yes 

Yes 
Yes 
Yes 
Yes 
Yes 
Yes 

Pe rmis s ion  Required 
f o r  Access Across  
P r i v a t e  P r o p e r t y  

Yes 
Yes 
Yes 
Yes 

Yes 

Yes 
Yes 
Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 
Yes 

Ownersh ip  

BLM 
City 
BLM 
BLM 
BLM 
BLM 

S 

P 
S 
S 

BLM 

P 

P 
S 

BLM 
BLM 

P 
S 
P 
S 
S 

BLM 
S 
P 

BLM 

P 
P 

CMR 
CMR 
CMR 

S 

Ownership 
BLM 

S -South DC -Designated Campsite RS -Ranger Station S -State 
PT -Pit Toilet S-Adirondack Shelter P -Private 
C -Campground L -Private Launch Site CMR -C M Russell Wildlife Refuge 

P a g e  75, Column 2, P a r a g r a p h  1,Sentence 1 

Oil a n d  gas product ion is a n o t h e r  b a s i c  i n d u s t r y  of t h e  a rea ,  p rovid ing  770 jobs  in t h e  oil a n d  gas 
sector a n d  an es t imated  2,400 jobs in other  sectors of t h e  economy. 

P a g e  76, Column 1,P a r a g r a p h  2 Addit ional  Informat ion  At End of P a r a g r a p h  

These  ind ica tors  a r e  s imply  an inference a n d  a r e  n o t  m e a n t  t o  be a direct measu remen t  of social 
well-being or  all encompass ing .  People experience well-being as indiv idua ls  a n d  groups,  while 
this as ses smen t  is a t t e m p t i n g  to determine t h e  well-being of t h e  s t u d y  a r e a  as a whole. It should 
b e  pointed out  that even  if par t icu lar  s ta t i s t ics  s h o w  poor social  well-being, t h e  res idents  m a y  n o t  
perceive the i r  s i tua t ion  as such.  Locat ion a n d  lifestyle m a y  be more i m p o r t a n t  t o  local res idents  
t h a n  some  other  economic or  social indicators  of well-being. 
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Page 77, Column 1,Paragraph 1,Additional Information At End Of Paragraph 

A Biological Assessment was prepared to determine the possible impacts to threatened or 
endangered wildlife species from implementation of the proposed alternative. The assessment 
found implementing the proposed plan would have no impact on threatened or endangered 
wildlife species. The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, agreed with that conclusion (see Appendix 
4.2). 

Page 78, Column 2, After Paragraph 2, Change Heading 

Page 78, Column 2, Paragraph 5, Additional Information at End Of Paragraph 

Mining and other surface disturbing activities generally impact water quality and quantity both 
on the surface and subsurface. The degree of the impact depends on several factors such as 
location, type, and extent of the disturbance and the stream or aquifer being disturbed. 

Locally significant impacts to soils and watersheds could occur a t  various sites along existing 
roads and trails asvehicles maneuver around rutted areas and potholes; widening existing roads 
and exposing more soils to potential erosion. 

Federal regulations have set limits above which degradation of water quality and quantity 
cannot occur. The regulations for the State of Montana are even more stringent, not allowing 
degradation of water quality or quantity off the disturbance or mine site. 

Page 79, Column 1,Paragraph 2, Delete Last Two Sentences 

Page 79, Column 2, Paragraph 1 

The land tenure adjustment program would have no physical impact on deposits of mineral 
resources. However, due to changes in land and mineral ownership patterns that may result from 
land adjustment, impacts to the mineral industry would be possible. The nature of the impact 
would be highly variable because of several factors such as: the land adjustment acreage, the 
mineral potential of thelands, the type of mineral commodity present, the creation or elimination 
of split estate acreage, and the environmental sensitivity of the lands involved. The exact nature 
and magnitude of impacts to mineral resource development would also depend on the specific 
proposal. 

For locatable minerals, land adjustments which consolidate surface and minerals ownership and 
create larger blocks of public land simplify the permitting process, but may impose constraints on 
the operator in the form of operating limitations and added reclamation requirements. 

For oil and gas development, land adjustments which increase federal ownership would tend to 
increase the cost of development for the oil and gas industry. Generally, it  is more expensive to 
operate on federal than on private surface, regardless of mineral ownership due to additional 
constraints in the form of operating limitations and added reclamation requirements. 

Consolidation of surface and minerals ownership simplifies, but does not necessarily shorten, the 
BLM permitting process. I t  allows greater control over the surface aspects of lease operation and 
again involves fewer parties in the approval process. If the BLM acquires federal minerals in 
areas managed under more stringent surface constraints (such as in wilderness study areas) it 
would increase the difficulty of mineral development, a locally negative impact on the mineral 
industry. 

Page 79, Column 2, Additional Information Between Paragraphs 4 and 5 

~mpaeltseo soeian and ~eonomieconditions 
Mineral exploration would offer some, but limited, employment and income opportunities for the 
local economy. If exploration leads to mineral development, the local economy would benefit from 
long-term employment and income opportunities. Hardrock mineral development would benefit 
local communities. There also .would be a trade off for that  economic gain in the form of lost 
resource values such as wildlife habitat and watershed. The extent and significance of these 
employment and income opportunities cannot be determined without a proposed mining opera- 
tion (i.e., level of activity, mine life, etc,). These impacts would be analyzed during the environ- 
mental assessment for a mineral development proposal. 
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Page 80, Column 1, Paragraph 1, 

A total of 44,143 acres of public land could be disposed of.* 

*This Change also applies to the following locations: 

Page 80, Column 2, Paragraph 5 
Page 82, Column 1,Paragraph 1 
Page 83, Column 1, Paragraph 6 
Page 84, Column 1,Paragraph 9 
Page 85, Column 1, Paragraph 1, Lines 1 , 2and 3 
Page 86, Column 1, Paragraph 5 
Page 87, Column 1,Paragraph 3 

Page 80, Column 1, Paragragh 5, 

This alternative limits vehicular use to existing roads and trails on 148,335acres of sedimentary 
breaks soils with slopes greater than 30%.Limiting ORV use would reduce the disturbance on 
these fragile and highly erodible soils; a locally significant, but moderate overall positive impact. 

Page 80, Column 1, Paragraph 6, Sentence 2 

Locally significant negative impacts would occur in this area due to ORVs disturbing the soil and 
causing accelerated erosion and loss of productivity. 

Page 80, Column 2, Delete Paragraph 3 

Page 81, Column 1, Add To End of Paragraph 2 

This could be a locally significant impact. 

Page 81, Column 1, Paragraph 3 

This alternative limits vehicular use to existing roads and trails on 148,335 acres. Locally 
significant, but moderate overall positive impacts would result from limiting ORV use because of 
reduced disturbance on fragile and highly erodible soils and reduction of accelerated erosion. 

Page 81, Column 1,Paragraph 4, Sentence 2 

Locally significant negative impacts would occur due to accelerated erosion. 

Page 81, Column 1, Paragraph 4, Delete Sentences 3 and 4 

Page 81, Column 1,Delete Paragraph 8 

Page 81, Column 2, Paragraph 3 

A total of 44,143 acres of public land could be disposed of. Impacts would be minor. 

Page 81, Column 2, Delete Paragraphs 4 and 5 

Page 81, Column 2, Paragraph 9 

At present, denying disturbance activities within 1/4-mile of active raptor nesting sites causes 
minor impacts to oil/gas exploration and development by requiring work to be delayed or routed 
differently. 
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Page 82, Table 4.1 Was Revised As Shown. 

TABLE 4.1 
CON§TRAHNTB ON OIL 8 GA§ EXPLORATION 8 DEVELOPMENT (ALTERNATIVE A)' 

High Development Moderate Development 
Management Categories Potential Acres Potential Acres 

1. Open Subject to Standard Terms Total subsurface acreage 368,768 Total subsurface acreage 298,147
and Conditions with high development with moderate 

development potential These are areas where standard potential minus acreage in 
minus acreage in  terms and conditions are sufficient categories 2 and 3 below. 

to protect other land uses or resource categories 2 and 3 below. 

values. 

2. Open Subject to Seasonal or * Kevin Rim 249.445 * Crucial wildlife areas in  . 94,440
Other Minor Constraints * Sweet Grass Hills (East & the Havre Resource Area. 

These are areas where moderately West Buttes) area. 
* Crucial wildlife areas in restrictive lease stipulations (such 

as seasonal restrictions) may be the Havre Resource Area 

required to mitigate impacts to other 
land uses or resource values. 

3. Closed to Leasing * UMNWSR 77,416 * UMNWSR 33,251
* WSAs * WSAsThese are areas where other land 

uses or resource values cannot be 
adequately protected even with the 
most restrictive lease stipulations. 
Appropriate protection can only be 
ensured by closing the lands to 
leasing. 

TOTAL HIGH 695,629 TOTAL MODERATE 425,838 

'BLM, 1987 

Page 83, Column 1, Paragraph 8, Sentence 2 

The habitat value of approximately 750 acres of crucial winter antelope range; 424 acres of crucial 
yearlong, and 2,640 acres of crucial spring sharptail grouse habitat; 1,900 acres of crucial 
spring/winter sage grouse habitat; 240 acres of crucial yearlong ring-necked pheasant habitat; 
210 acres of crucial white-tailed deer habitat; 11,655 acres of high value, yearlong mule deer 
habitat; and one 39-acre wetland unit would decline if all 44,143 acres would be disposed of. 

Page 83, Column 2, Paragraph 1, Delete Sentence 3 \ 

Page 83, Column 2, Paragraph 6, Additional Information At End Of Paragraph. 

Raptor nesting sites would be disturbed during construction and maintenance of various lines, 
causing possible nest abandonment. Large transmission lines could also be hazardous to flying 
raptors. Impacts would be locally significant, but minor overall. 

Page 84, Column 1, Paragraph 3, Sentence 1 

Present hardrock and oil and gas activities are limited in the area sonegative impacts to wildlife 
resources would be minor. 

Page 85, Column 2, Paragraph 1,Sentence 5 

Mining and other development in the area would seriously alter the solitude of the surrounding 
environs; making a religious experience difficult to obtain. 

Page 87, Column 1, Paragraph 6, Sentence 6 

Landownership transactions under Alternative A could result in the disposal of 44,143 acres of 
public lands. 
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Page 87, Column 2, Paragraph 2, Sentence 2 

Denying surface disturbance within 1/4-mile of acti;e threatened and endangered or sensitive 
raptor nest sites would present minimal restrictions for resource development and subsequently 
economic benefits. 

Page 87, Column 2, Paragraph 3, Delete Sentences 3 , 4 , 5  and 6 

Page 88, Column 1,Paragraph 1 

A total of 50,117 acres of public land would be disposed of by sale and/or exchange in this 
alternative.* 

*This change also applies to the following locations: 

Page 88, Column 2, Paragraph 7 
Page 89, Column 1, Paragraph 10 
Page 90, Column 1,Paragraph 1 
Page 91, Column 1, Paragraph 1 
Page 92, Column 1,Paragraph 1 
Page 93, Column 1, Paragraph 5 
Page 94, Column 1,Paragraph 3 

Page 88, Column 1, Paragraph 5 

The locally significant, but moderate overall positive impacts would result from limiting ORV use 
in these sedimentary ,breaks soils because fragile and highly erodible soils would not be disturbed 
by ORVs and would not suffer accelerated erosion and loss of productivity. 

Page 88, Column 1, Paragraph 6, Sentence 2 

Locally significant negative impacts would occur in this area due to ORVs disturbing the soil and 
causing accelerated erosion and loss of productivity. 

Page 88, Column 1,Paragraph 7, Sentence 1 

The remainder of the planning area, 308,908 acres, would be open to ORV use. 

Page 88, Column 2, Paragraph 12, Add To End Of Paragraph 

This could be a locally significant impact. 

Page 89, Column 1,Paragraph 1, Sentence 2 

Locally significant, but moderate overall positive impacts would result from limiting ORV 
because of reduced disturbance on fragile and highly erodible soils and the reduction of acceler-
ated erosion. 

Page 89, Column 1, Paragraph 2, Sentence 2 

Locally significant negative impacts would occur due to accelerated erosion. 

Page 89, Column 2, Delete Paragraph 1 

Page 89, Column 2, Paragraph 5 
Denying surface disturbance within 1/4-mile of active threatened and endangered or sensitive 
raptor nesting sites could cause a minor impact to oil/gas exploration and development by 
requiring work to be delayed or routed differently. 
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Page 90, Table 4.2 Was Revised As Shown 

TABLE 4.2 
CONSTRAINTS ON OIL 8 GA§ EXPLORATION 8 DEVELOPMENT (ALTERNATIVE B)' 

High Development Moderate Development 
Management Categories Potential Acres Potential Acres 

Open Subject to Standard Terms Total subsurface acreage 368,268 Total subsurface acreage 298,147 
and Conditions with high development with moderate 

development potential These are areas where standard potential minus acreage in 
minus acreage in terms and conditions are sufficient categories2 and 3 below. 
categories2 and 3 below.to protect other land uses or resource 

values. 

Open Subject to Seasonal or * Kevin Rim area 249,974 *Crucial wildlife areas in 94,440 
Other Minor Constraints * Sweet Grass Hills (East & the Havre Resource Area 

These are areas where moderately West Buttes) area plus the 
529 acre withdrawal restrictive lease stipulations (such revocation on East Butte as seasonal restrictions) may be *Crucial wildlife areas inrequired to mitigate impacts to other the Havre Resource Area land uses or resource values. 

Closed to Leasing *UMNWSR 77,387 *UMNWSR 33,251 
*WSAs *WSAsThese are areas where other land 

use or resource values cannot be 
adequately protected even with the 
most restrictive lease stipulations. 
Appropriate protection can only be 
ensured by closing the lands to 
leasing. TOTAL HIGH 695,629 TOTAL MODERATE 425,838 

'BLM, 1987 

Page 90, Column 1,Paragraph 4, Sentence 1 

Open ORV use on sedimentary soils of over 25% gradient would damage vegetation and indirectly 
increase soil erosion. 

Page 90, Column 1,Paragraph 5, Sentence 1 

Identification of a n  intensive ORV use area would completely eliminate vegetation on about 20 
acres, which would be a locally significant negative impact. 

Page 91, Column 1,Paragraph 4 

Wildlifehabitat on the 50,117acres available for disposal includes: approximately 7,340 acres of 
crucial yearlong mule deer habitat; 405 acres of crucial antelope winter habitat: 200 acres of 
crucial ring-necked pheasant habitat; 1,210 acres of crucial spring sharp-tailed grouse; 730 acres 
of crucial winter/spring sage grouse habitat; and a 39 acre wetland tract. 

, Page 91, Column 1,Paragraph 5, Sentence 1 

If the 50,117 acres-are disposed of through sale, the 9,885acres of crucial habitat described above 
would be lost; a moderate negative impact. 

Page 91, Column 1,Paragraph 10, Additional Sentence 

Right-of-way construction and maintenance activities would disturb nesting raptors; causing 
possible nest abandonment. Large transmission lines could also be hazardous to flying raptors. 
Impacts would be locally significant, but minor overall. 

Page 91, Column 2, Paragraph 4, Sentence 1 

Present hardrock and oil-gas activities are limited in the area so negative impacts to wildlife 
resources are minor. 
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Page 92, Column 1, Paragraph 2, Sentence 4 

A total of 50,117 acres could be lost as trading stock for high value range resources. 

Page 92, Column 1,Paragraph 3 
ORV’use on slopes over 25% gradient within watersheds would increase sedimentation in reser- 
voirs below these areas and would damage livestock forage. 

Page 92, Column 1, Paragraph 4, Sentence 1 

About 20 acres of forage would be severely impacted under the projected use (about 2-4 AUMs); a 
locally significant negative impact. 

Page 92, Column 2, Paragraph 1,Sentence 1 

This alternative would result in the disposal of 50,117 acres of scattered tracts. 

Page 93, Column 1,Paragraph 1, Sentence 5 

Mining and other development in the area would seriously alter the solitude of the surrounding 
environs, making a religious experience difficult to obtain there. 

Page 94, Column 2, Paragraph 1, Sentence 1 

If exchanges were used as  the only method of disposal, the exchange of 50,117 acres of public land 
for private and/or state lands would have a minor net fiscal impact on Payment In  Lieu of Taxes, 
State Equalization Payments and annual county property tax revenues. 

Page 94, Column 2, Paragraph 4,Last Sentence 

These changes could have a minor impact to the local economy. 

Page 94, Column 2, Paragraph 5 

Denying disturbance activities within 1/4-mile of active threatened and endangered or sensitive 
raptor species nesting sites would present minimal restrictions for resource development and 
subsequently the associated economic benefits. 

Page 95,,Column 1, Paragraph 1 
Grazing, oil/gas, mineral and other resource development would continue. Revoking the Bureau 
of Reclamation withdrawal on 529.67 acres and opening East Butte to mineral entry would offer 
more opportunities for mineral resource exploration and development. Economic impacts from 
mineral exploration and development are discussed under the Errata entry for page 79, column 2, 
paragraphs 4 and 5. 

Page 95, Column 2, Paragraph 1, Sentence 1 

This alternative provides for recreation developments by encouraging private sector initiatives 
in developing river management opportunities. 

Page 96, Column 1, Paragraph 1, 

A total of 15,689 acres of public land would be disposed of by sale and/or exchange in this 
alternative.* 

*This change also applies to the following locations: 

Page 96, Column 1, Paragraph 1 
Page 96, Column 2, Paragraph 4,First Sentence 
Page 97, Column 2, Paragraph 2 
Page 99, Column 1, Paragraph 3 
Page 99, Column 2,  Paragraph 7 
Page 100, Column 2, Paragraph 5 
Page 102, Column 1, Paragraph 5 

Page 96, Column 1, Delete Paragraph 5 

Page 96, Column 1,Paragraph 6 

This alternative limits vehicular use to existing roads and trails on 317,190 acres of sedimentary 
breaks soils. Locally significant, but moderate overall positive impacts would result from limit- 
ing ORV use on sedimentary breaks soils and riparian areas because the fragile and highly 
erodible soils would not be disturbed by ORVs and would not suffer accelerated erosion and loss of 
productivity. 

191 



Page 96, Column 1,Paragraph 7, Sentence 1 

The remainder of the planning area, 197,299 acres, would be open to ORV use. 

Page 96, Column 2, Paragraph 7 

The impacts of ORV use are especially evident on sedimentary breaks type soils(soil subgroups 3, 
4,5,16), soils with slopes greater than 25% (Appendix 2.5) and riparian areas. These areas, along 
with ACECs, WSAs, andimportant wildlife areas total 317,190 acres and would be restricted from 
ORV use. The locally significant, but moderate overall positive benefits would result from the 
lack of disturbance on fragile and highly erodible soils and reduction of accelerated erosion. 

Page 96, Column 2, Delete Paragraph 8 

Page 97, Column 1,Delete Paragraph 1 

Page 97, Column 1,Paragraph 2, Sentence 1 

The remainder of the planning area, 197,299 acres, would be open to ORV use. 

Page 97, Column 1,Paragraph 3, Sentence 2 

Extensive use areas may require mechanical treatment and seeding in addition to restricted ORV 
use. 

Page 97, Column 2, Delete Paragraphs 3 and 4 

Page 97, Column 2, Delete Paragraph 5, Sentence 1 

Page 98, Table 4.3 W a s  Revised As Shown 

TABLE 4.3 
CONSTRAINTS ON OIL A N D  GAS EXPLORATION AND DEVELOPMENT (ALTERNATIVE C)l 

Management Categories 
High Development 

Potential Acres 
Moderate Development

Potential Acres 

Open Subject to Standard Terms 
and Conditions 
These are areas where standard 
terms and conditions are sufficient 
to protect other land uses or resource 
values. 

Total subsurface acreage 
with high development 
potential minus acreage in 
categories2 and 3 below. 

353,291 Total subsurface acreage 
with moderate 
development potential 
minus acreage in 
categories2 and 3 below. 

297,779 

Open Subject to Seasonal or  
Other Minor Constraints 
These are areas where moderately 
restrictive lease stipulations (such 
as seasonal restrictions) may be 
required to mitigate impacts to other 
land uses or resource values. 

* Kevin Rim area 
* Sweet Grass Hills (East & 
West Buttes) area outside 
ACEC 
* Cow Creek Corridor ACEC 
* Crucial wildlife areas in 
the Havre Resource Area 

257,365 * A small portion of Cow 
Creek Corridor ACEC 
* Crucial wildlife areas in 
the Havre Resource Area 

94,808 

Closed to Leasing 
These are areas where other land 
uses or resource values cannot be 
adequately protected even with the 
most restrictive lease stipulations. 
Appropriate protection can only be 
ensured by closing the lands to 
leasing. 

* UMNWSR 
* WSAs 
S,weet Grass Hills (East, 
West, & Middle Buttes) 
ACEC including the 529 
acre BR revocation on East 
Butte 

85,023 

TOTAL HIGH 695,629 

* UMNWSR 
* WSAs 

33,251 

TOTAL MODERATE 425,838 

'BLM, 1987 
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Page 98, Column 1,Delete Paragraphs 2 and 3 

Page 98, Column 2, Paragraph 3, Sentences 2 & 3 

Existing claims could still be worked and proceed to patent under this alternative. The need to 
wait for formal approval from two separate agencies (BLM and DSL) would be a moderate 
negative impact to operators and affect the development of mineral resources. 

Page 99, Column 1, Delete Paragraph 1 

Page 99, Column 1, Paragraph 8 

ORV management would allow for maximum protection of vegetation. Sedimentary soils and 
riparian areas would be protected by limiting vehicle use to existing roads and trails. In addition, 
vehicle use would be prohibited on these roads and trails during the wet season. 

Page 100, Column 1,Paragraph 2 
The 15,689 acres of land identified for disposal contains the following habitat: 345 acres of 
crucial spring sharp-tail grouse habitat, 80 acres of crucial winter/spring sage grouse habitat, 
200 acres of crucial ring-necked pheasant habitat and a 39-acre wetland unit. 

Page 100, Column 1,Paragraph 3, Sentence 2 

A moderate negative impact could occur if these 15,689 acres were sold because the 625 acres of 
crucial habitat described above would be lost. 

Page 100, Column 1,Paragraph 9 

Restrictions placed on mineral leases and land authorizations on the Kevin Rim would reduce the 
amount and intensity of disturbance to raptors. Limiting new ROWS to the west side of Kevin Rim 
would provide added protection for nesting raptors and increase the potential for successful 
peregrine falcon hacking. Hunting areas used by raptors would be protected east of the escarp- 
ment. These impacts would create locally significant, but minor overall positive impacts. 

Page 100, Column 2, Paragraph 1, Sentences 2 and 3 

A large open pit operation developed on valid existing rights could have long-term significant 
negative impacts on big game by reducing habitat. 

Page 100, Column 2, Paragraph 6, Sentence 4 

Approximately 15,689 acres could be lost as  trading stock for high value range resources. 

Page 101, Column 1,Paragraph 9, Sentence 1 

This alternative would dispose of 15,689 acres of isolated land, resulting in the loss of about 138 
archaeological and historical sites. 

Page 101, Column 2, Paragraph 2, Delete Sentences 4 and 5 
Page 102, Column 1, Paragraph 1,Sentences 3 and 4 

Overall, such disturbance would be a minor negative impact. However, increased public aware- 
ness, via the development of interpretive sites, would enhance cultural resources along the 
Missouri River and would be a moderate positive impact. 

Page 102, Column 1,Delete Paragraph 3 

Page 103, Column 1, Paragraph 3, Sentences 1and 2 

Landownership transactions under this alternative could result in:he disposal of 15,689 acres of 
public land. If exchanges were used as the only method of disposal, the exchange of 15,689 acres 
of public land for private and/or state land would have a minor net fiscal effect on Payment In 
Lieu of Taxes, State Equalization Payments and annual county property tax revenues. 

Page 103, Column 1,Paragraph 5, Insert After 1st Sentence 

This could have a,locally moderate negative impact on the mineral and utility industries, but 
would only have a minor overall impact to the local economy of the planning area. 

Page 103, Column 1,Paragraph 5, Sentence 3 

Prohibiting location of communication sites on West and Middle Buttes of the Sweet Grass Hills 
would probably have little or no impact to industry because East Butte would remain open to 
communication site location. 
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Page 103, Column 2, Paragraph 2, Sentences 2 and 3 

Timing or distance restrictions around active raptor or peregrine nest sites could restrict resource 
development and subsequently the associated economic benefits. While these restrictions would 
result in time delays and increased operating costs to oil and gas development overall in the area, 
they would create only a minor impact to the economy in the planning area. 

Page 103, Column 2, Paragraph 3 

Managing the Sweet Grass Hills under special management guidelines would not preclude 
utilization of the area for grazing, recreation and oil and gas activities, but would preclude the 
potential for some mineral resource development and subsequently the associated economic 
benefits. Economic impacts from mineral exploration and development are discussed under the 
Errata entry for page 79, column 2,paragraphs 4 and 5. Some ranch operations could experience a 
disruption of current grazing practices with a change in grazing management to emphasize 
maintenance of elk winter habitat. There would be no significant change in current economic and 
social trends. These changes would create minor impacts to the local economy. 

Page 104, Column 2, Paragragh 1 

This alternative would provide the opportunity for private sector development with limits on the 
type and intensity. Annual revenue for concessions and local businesses could increase in the 
long-term, but this impact would be minor. 

Page 105,Column 1,Delete Paragraph 3 

Page 105, Column 1, Paragraph 1,Second Sentence 

Potentially, 15,689 acres could be disposed of by exchange or sale. An additional 34,428 acres 
could be exchanged or if they meet FLPMA sale criteria, sold.* 

*This change also applies to the following locations. 

Page 105, Column 2, Paragraph 6 
Page 106, Column 2,  Paragraph 6 
Page 108, Column 1, Paragraph 4 , l s t  Sentence 
Page 109, Column 2, Paragraph 4 , l s t  Sentence 
Page 111, Column 2,  Paragraph 10,lst Sentence 

Page 105, Column 1, Paragraph 4 
This alternative limits vehicular use to existing roads year long on 118,156 acres and seasonally 
on 199,034 acres (April 1to November 1)of sedimentary breaks soils and riparian areas. Loc'ally 
significant, but moderate overall positive impacts would result from limiting ORV use because 
the fragile and highly erodible soils would not be disturbed by ORVs and would not suffer 
accelerated erosion and loss of productivity. 

Page 105, Column 1,Paragraph 5, Sentence 1 

Impacts would not be expected on the 199,034 acres of sedimentary breaks type soils which would 
be open to ORV use from November 1to April 1. Soils would normally be frozen during this period 
and impacts would be minor. 

Page 105, Column 1,Paragraph 6, Sentence 1 

The remainder of the planning area, 197,984 acres, would be open to ORV use. 

Page 105, Column 2 ,  Paragraph 5, Sentence 3 

This alternative would produce few negative impacts because developments would be mitigated 
to protect soils and other natural resources. 

Page 105, Column 2 ,  Paragraph 7, Sentence 4 

Potentially 50,117 acres could be exchanged or sold for other lands in special management areas 
and other areas of high resource values. 

Page 106, Column 1, Paragraph 4 
-This alternative limits vehicular use to designated roads and trails year long on 118,156 acres and 

seasonally (April 1to November 1)on 199,034 acres of sedimentary soils. Locally significant, but 
moderate overall positive benefits would result because of the reduced disturbance on fragile and 
highly erodible soils and the reduction of accelerated erosion. 
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Page 106, Column 1,Paragraph 5 ,  Sentence 2 

No significant impacts would be expected. 

Page 106, Column 1,Paragraph 6, Sentence 1 

The remainder of the planning area, 197,984 acres, would be open to ORV use. 

Page 106, Column 2, Delete Paragraph 7 

Page 107, Table 4.4 was revised as shown 

TABLE 4.4 
CQN8TRAINTS ON OIL & GAS EXPLORATION & DEVELOPMENT (ALTERNATIVE D)' 

High Development Moderate Development 
Management Categories Potential Acres Potential Acres 

Open Subject to Standard Terms Total subsurface acreage 353,921 Total subsurface acresge 297,779 
and Conditions with high development with moderate 

development potential These are areas where standard potential minus acreage in 
minus acreage in terms and conditions are sufficient categories2 and 3 below. 

to protect other land uses or resource categories2 and 3 below. 
values. 

Open Subject to Seasonal or * Kevin Rim Area 264,321 * A small portion of Cow 94,808 
Other Minor Constraints Sweet Grass Hills (East & Creek ACEC 

* Crucial wildlife areas in These are areas where moderately West Buttes) area including 
the Havre Resource Area restrictive lease stipulations (such the 529 acre BR revocation 

* Cow Creek ACEC as seasonal restrictions) may be * Crucial wildlife areas in required to mitigate impacts to other the Havre Resource Area land uses or resource values. 

Closed to Leasing * WSAs 77,387 *WSAs 33,251 
* UMNWSR * UMNWSRThese are areas where other land 

uses or resource values cannot be 
adequately protected even with the 
most restrictive lease stipulations. 
Appropriate protection can only be 
ensured by closing the lands to 
leasing..-

TOTAL HIGH 695,629 TOTAL MODERATE 425,838 

'BLM, 1987 

Page 107, Column 1,Paragraph 2, Sentence 1 

Locatable mineral development authorization for roads, pipelines, powerlines, ditches, etc. would 
be included in a properly filed Notice or an  approved Plan under the surface management 
regulations (43 CFR 3809). 

Page 107, Column 2, Delete Paragraph 1 

Page 107, Column 2, Paragraph 3, Last Sentence 

The additional workload involved in  Plan preparation, over that  of a Notice and the need to wait 
for formal approval would be a minor negative impact to operators and development of the 
mineral resources. 

Page 108, Column 1,Paragraph 1,Sentence 3 

Opening these lands to mineral entry would allow exploration activities that would more accu- 
rately assess the development potential of these lands, and would provide for the extraction of 
any economic deposits discovered. 
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Page 108, Column 1,Paragraph 3, Sentence 2 

This would be a minor impact because there is little locatable mineral potential. 

Page 108, Column 1, Paragraph 4, Sentence 4 

This situation would be permanent on 15,689 acres which could be disposed of, since this acreage 
might be sold without acquisition, even though exchange would still be the preferred method and 
disposal. 

Page 108, Column 1,Paragraph 6, Replace Last Sentence 

Restrictions on ORV use to protect vegetation and other resources would create moderate benefits 
for vegetation. 

Page 108,Column 1,Paragraph 7 

Impacts to vegetation resulting from ROW location would be moderately beneficial under this 
alternative because ROWs would be excluded in several areas and avoided in a number of others. 
Denying use of West and Middle Buttes of the Sweet Grass Hills as  communication sites would 
protect vegetation on this site from disturbance related to site construction. 

Vegetation would benefit from limiting impacts such as  physical trampling or removal of 
vegetation and indirect damage by increasing soil erosion and compaction. 

Page 108,Column 2, Paragraph 2, Sentence 2 

Opening 529.67 acres on East Butte to mineral entry may lead to the loss of some vegetation 
through trampling or indirectly by soil erosion resulting from soil disturbance. 

Page 108, Column 2, Paragraph 7,lst  Sentence 

Under this alternative, 15,689 acres would be available for disposal through exchange or sale. 

Page 108, Column 2, Paragraph 8, Sentence 1and 2 

An additional 34,428 acres would be available for disposal through exchange and possibly sale, if 
parcels meet Federal Land Policy & Management Act sale criteria. These lands provide the 
following crucial wildlife habitats: 7,340 acres of crucial year long mule deer habitat; 405 acres of 
antelope winter habitat; 865 acres spring sharp-tailed grouse habitat; and 650 acres winter/ 
spring sage grouse habitat. 

Page 109, Column 1,Paragraph 2, Sentence 1and 2 

A moderate negative impact to 625 acres of crucial wildlife habitat could occur, if the 15,689 acres 
were disposed of. A moderate negative impact could occur to an  additional 9,260 acres if 34,428 
acres are sold or exchanged and land uses change. 

1Page 109, Column 1,Paragraph 7, Sentence 1 

Wildlife would benefit by avoiding or excluding ROWs in wilderness study areas, the Cow Creek 
area, the Missouri River Corridor, and the West and Middle Buttes of the Sweet Grass Hills. 

Page 109, Column 1, Paragraph 8, Sentence 2 

Identifying ROW corridors and widths a t  the activity plan level would limit disturbance in the 
remaining areas of the rim. 

Page 109, Column 2, Paragraph 1,Sentence 5 

Opening 529.67 acres of land on East Butte to minerals entry could create a new disturbance to 
elk, raptors, and deer in this area. 

Page 109, Column 2, Paragraphs 4 and 5 

The 15,689 acres, and possibly an  additional 34,428 acres not yet inventoried, could be disposed of 
through sale, exchange, or other means. Less than full implementation of the land tenure 
objectives, or disposal other than by exchange, the preferred method, would moderately decrease 
the opportunities for improved grazing management opportunities. 

Page 109, Column 2, Delete Paragraph 5 

Page 109, Column 2, Paragraph 6, Sentence 2 

The 50,117 acres would be the maximum amount that could be disposed of through exchange. 
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Page 110, Column 1, Paragraph 6, Sentences 1 ,2  and 3 

Disposal through exchange or sale of 15,689 acres could affect 138 sites. Approximately 27 of 
these sites would be valuable enough to warrant retention. Exchange or sale (if the area meets 
Federal Land Policy & Management Act sale criteria) of an  additional 34,428 acres may affect 
approximately 305 sites of undetermined value. Of these sites, about 61 might be valuable enough 
to warrant retention. 

Page 110, Column 2, Paragraph 2, Sentence 2 

/ Prohibiting communication site location on West and Middle Buttes of the Sweet Grass Hills 
would decrease the potential of disturbing traditional Native American religious practices or 
cultural sites. 

Page 110, Column 2, Paragraph 4, Sentence 3 

However, significant impacts would continue to occur to both cultural and religious sites because 
hardrock mineral activity, as described in Alternative A, would continue. 

Page 110, Column 2, Paragraph 5, Sentence 2 

This would be a significant negative impact because the lands could then be disturbed by 
hardrock mineral activity. 

Page 111,Column 1, Paragraph 2, Sentence 1 

Providing 15,689 acres for disposal through sale or exchange and an additional 34,428 acres for 
disposal through exchange and possibly sale, would include 6,440 acres of public lands which 
currently have public access. 

Page 111, Column 2, Paragraph 10, Sentence 2 

If exchanges were used as  the only method of disposal, the exchange of 50,117 acres of public 
lands for private and/or state lands would have a minor net fiscal affect on Payment In Lieu Of 
Taxes, State Equalization Payments and annual county property tax revenues. 

Page 112, Column 1, Paragraph 3 
The designation of avoidance and exclusion areas could cause a utility or transportation corridor 
to take a longer route, and thus increase the cost of construction for transmission lines. The actual 
impact cannot be assessed further without specific details of a proposed corridor. With East Butte 
an  established communication site, denying location of communication sites on Middle and West 
Buttes of the Sweet Grass Hills would probably have little impact on development of future 
communication sites. All other areas open to rights-of-way location would not limit or curtail 
utility corridor development for transmission lines or the development of communication sites. 
These changes could have a locally moderate impact on the mineral and utility industries but 
would only have a minor impact overall to the local economy in the planning area. 

Page 112, Column 1, Paragraph 4 

Managing Kevin Rim under special management guidelines would not preclude utilizing the area 
for grazing, recreation, oil/gas, mineral and other resource development, but would restrict 
activities in sensitive areas. Timing restrictions or distance restrictions around active raptor or 
peregrine nest sites could restrict resource development and subsequently the associated eco- 
nomic benefits. While these restrictions would result in time delays and increased operating costs 
to oil and gas development overall in the area, they would create only a minor impact to the 
economy in the planning area. 

\ 

Page 112, Column 1, Paragraph 5 

Managing the Sweet Grass Hills under special management guidelines would not preclude 
utilizing the area for grazing, recreation, oil/gas, and mineral resource development and subse- 
quently the associated economic benefits. Economic impacts from mineral exploration and 
development are discussed under Impacts Common to All Alternatives in the Chapter 4 Errata 
portion of this document. Some ranch operations could experience a disruption of current grazing 
practices with a change in grazing management to emphasize maintenance of elk winter habitat. 
There would be no significant change in current economic and social trends, but these changes 
could have a minor impact to the local economy. 

Page 112, Column 2, Paragraph 6, Sentence 1 

This alternative provides for some recreation developments and encourages private sector initia- 
tives in developing river management opportunities. 
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Page 113,Column 1,Paragraph 1,Sentence 1 

Sedimentary breaks soils designated open, would receive locally significant impacts due to the 
development of trail-road erosion, travel on wet soils, wind erosion on sandy soils and increased 
water erosion during wet periods. 

Page 113,Column 1, Paragraph 1, Last Sentence 

Limitations on ORV use of some sedimentary soils (148,335 acres) would create a locally signifi- 
cant, but moderate overall positive impacts due to protection of easily disturbed soils. 

\ 
Page 113, Column 1,Paragraph 2 

Construction and maintenance of ROW facilities in high erosion susceptibility areas (shallow 
soils, slopes greater than 25% sparse native vegetation, and slumping and mass wasting areas 
100,000 acres) could cause locally significant long-term damages. 

Page 113,Column 1,Paragraph 3, Sentence 1 

Locally significant negative impacts could occur from open ORV use on 168,855 acres of sedimen- 
tary soils and riparian' areas. 

Page 113,Column 1,Paragraph 3, Sentence 3 

ORV limitations on 148,335 acres would create locally significant, but moderate overall impacts 
by protecting easily disturbed soils. ROW location on steep sedimentary soils and riparian areas 
(comprising about 100,000acres) could create locally significant runoff problems. 

Page 113, Column 1, Paragraphs 5 and 6 

Permitting locatable minerals exploration and development on 529.67 acres of a currently with- 
drawn area in the Sweet Grass Hills would be a significant positive impact to the minerals 
industry, due to the high potential for mineral occurrence. 

Page 113, Column 1,Paragraph 7 

The disposal of 44,143 acres could result in a moderate loss of native vegetation. Intensive ORV 
use on 6 acres could be locally significant. Significant adverse impacts to riparian areas could 
occur. A major hardrock mining development in the Sweet Grass Hills could significantly 
damage vegetation in a localized area. 

Page 113, Column 1, Paragraphs 9,lO and 11 

There could be a long-term loss or gain of crucial habitat through land disposal actions. Nesting 
raptors would be significantly damaged by long-term surface disturbing activities on the Kevin 
Rim. 

Potential large mining operations in the Sweet Grass Hills may create long-term significant 
damage to elk habitat and populations. 

Grazing 
A long-term improvement in management opportunities may be possible through disposal of 
44,143 acres, primarily through exchange. 

Page 113,Column 2, Delete Paragraph 5 

Page 113,Column 2, Paragraph 7 

Increased soil and water erosion would occur locally over 285,190 acres because of ORV use on 
sedimentary soils. Limiting ORV use on 32,000 acres of sedimentary soils would create locally 
significant, but moderate overall impacts by protecting easily disturbed soils. 

Page 113,Column 2, Paragraph 8 
ROW siting could result in locally significant soil erosion and slumping in fragile environments 
with shale, steep slopes, and sparse vegetation and in riparian areas (72,000 acres). Reduced 
streambank stability and increased soil compaction around recreation facilities on the 
UMNWSR could be locally moderate. 

Page 113,Column 2, Paragraph 9 

Locally significant negative impacts would occur from open ORV use on 285,190 acres of sedi- 
mentary soils and riparian areas. ORV limitations on 32,000 acres would create locally signifi- 
cant, but moderate overall impacts by protecting easily disturbed soils. ROW location on steep 
sedimentary soils and riparian areas comprising about 72,000 acres could create locally signifi- 
cant runoff problems. 
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Page 113, Column 2, Paragraph 10 

Continuing the no lease policy in the UMNWSR Corridor could result in federal oil and gas 
drainage by state and private wells. Permitting locatable minerals exploration and development 
on 529.67 acres of currently withdrawn area in the Sweet Grass Hills would be a locally signifi- 
cant positive mineral effect due to the high potential for mineral occurrence. 

Page 114, Column 1,Paragraph 1,Insert After Sentence 2 

Significant adverse impacts to riparian areas could occur. A major hardrock mining development 
in the Sweet Grass Hills could significantly damage vegetation in a localized area. 

Page 114, Column 1,Paragraphs 2 , 3  4, and 5 

There could be a long-term loss or gain of crucial wildlife habitat through land disposal actions 
involving 50,117 acres. Wildlife could be stressed and habitat impacted in areas of sedimentary 
soils as  a result of ORV use. Transmission lines would significantly impact raptors in localized 
areas. Nesting raptors would be significantly damaged by long-term disturbance activities on 
Kevin Rim. Potential large mining operations in the Sweet Grass Hills may create long-term 
significant damage to elk habitat and populations. 

Grazing 
A long-term improvement or loss of management opportunities may be possible through disposal 
of 50,117 acres, primarily through exchange. 

Page 114, Column 1, Delete Paragraph 10 

Page 114, Column 1,Paragraph 12 

There would be a long-term positive impact on 317,190 acres, which includes areas of sedimentary 
breaks soils and riparian areas, where ORV use would be limited to roads, trails or ways. 

Page 114, Column 2, Paragraph 3, Sentence I 

There would be a long-term positive impact on 317,190 acres, which includes areas of sedimentary 
breaks soils and riparian areas where ORV use would be limited to roads, trails and ways by 
reducing sedimentation of water in these areas. 

Page 114, Column 2 ,  Insert and End of Paragraph 3 

Intensive riparian management would improve streambank stability and reduce sedimentation 
in the Cow Creek area. 

Page 114, Column 2, Replaces Sentences 3 and 4 of Paragraph 4,and All Of Paragraphs 5 and 6 

Routing pipelines around ROW exclusion and avoidance areas would result in moderate cost 
increases to industry in these locations. Implementation of special stipulations on Kevin Rim 
could increase costs due to delays. An additional workload to the mineral industry would result in 
cases of small (less than 5 acres) disturbances. Withdrawing the Sweet Grass Hills, including 
529.67 acres currently withdrawn by Bureau of Reclamation, from new mineral entry would 
create a significant long-term impact to the mineral industry. Drainage of federal minerals in the 
UMNWSR and Sweet Grass Hills could result in a significant long-term impact. 

Page 114, Column 2, Paragraph 7, Sentence 3 

Major hardrock mining developments on valid, existing claims in the Sweet Grass Hills could 
significantly disturb vegetation in a localized area. Vegetation in Cow Creek would improve 
because of riparian enhancement. 

Page 114, Column 2 ,  Paragraph 8 

Wildlife values could increase or decrease on 15,689 acres identified for disposal. Seasonal ORV 
restrictions would improve wildlife habitat. Implementation of special stipulations in Kevin Rim 
and Sweet Grass Hills would significantly improve conditions for raptor habitat. Larger hard- 
rock mining developments on valid existing claims in the Sweet Grass Hills could reduce big 
game habitat. Improving riparian areas in Cow Creek would improve wildlife habitat. 

Page 114, Column 2, Paragraph 9 
A long-term improvement or loss of management opportunities could result through disposal of 
15,689 acres. 

Page 115, Column 1,Paragraph 1, Delete Sentences 1 , 2  and 3 
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Page 115, Column 1, Insert At End Of Paragraph 1 
Increased public awareness of cultural values in the Upper Missouri National Wild and Scenic 
River would reduce disturbance to cultural resources. 

Page 115, Column 1,Insert At End Of Paragraph 2 

Visual qualities would be enhanced or protected in Cow Creek. 

Page 115, Column 1, Paragraph 3 

Routing ROW facilities around exclusion or avoidance areas would increase costs. A moderate 
improvement in opportunities for Native Americans to utilize the Sweet Grass Hills for religious 
purposes would occur. 

Page 115, Column 1, Move Paragraph 4,Sentence 1,From This Location 

To Page 115, Column 2, After Paragraph 1 

Page 115 Column 1,Paragraph 4,Delete Sentences 2 and 3 and Paragraph 5 

Page 115, Column 1, Paragraph 6, Sentence 6 
There would be a long-term positive impact on 317,190 acres, which includes areas of sedimentary 
breaks soil and riparian areas where ORV use would be limited to roads, trails or ways. 

Page 115, Column 1,Paragraphs 9 and 10 

Therewould be a long-term positive impact on 317,190 acres, which includes areas of sedimentary 
breaks soils and riparian areas, where ORV use would be limited to roads, trails and ways by 
reducing sedimentation of water in these areas. Locally significant decreases in water quality 
could result from increased erosion from seasonal ORV use of 199,034 acres of sedimentary soils. 
Increased sediment loads may occur because of ROW disturbance to some sedimentary soils. In  
Cow Creek, intensive riparian management would allow significant improvement of streambank 
stability and water quality. 

Page 115, Column 2, Insert In Front Of Paragraph 3 

Minerals 
Routing pipelines around right-of-way exclusion and avoidance areas would result in moderate 
cost increases to industry in these locations. Implementation of special stipulations on Kevin 
Rim could increase costs due to delays. An additional workload to the mineral industry would 
result in cases of small (less than 5 acres) disturbances. 

,
Page 115, Column 2, Insert Between Paragraphs 1and 2 

Continuing the no lease policy for oil and gas in the Upper Missouri National Wild and Scenic 
River Corridor could result in drainage of federal oil and gas by state and private wells. 

Page 115, Column 2, Paragraphs 5 ,6 ,7  and 8 
There could be a long-term loss or gain of crucial wildlife habitat through land disposal actions 
involving 50,117 acres. Seasonal off-road vehicle restrictions would improve wildlife habitat. 

Implementing special stipulations in Kevin Rim and Sweet Grass Hills would significantly 
improve conditions for raptor habitat. Large hardrock mining developments in the Sweet Grass 
Hills could reduce big game habitat. Improving riparian areas in Cow Creek would improve 
wildlife habitat. 

Page 115, Column 2, Paragraph 9 

A long-term improvement or loss of management opportunities may be possible through disposal 
of 50,117 acres, primarily through exchange. 

Page 115, Column 2, Insert After Paragraph 11 

Increased public awareness of cultural values in the Upper Missouri National Wild and Scenic 
River would reduce disturbance to cultural resources. 

Page 115, Column 2, Insert At End Of Paragraph 12 

Visual qualities would be enhanced or protected in Cow Creek. 

Page 115, Column 2, Add To Front Of Paragraph 14 

Routing right-of-way facilities around exclusion or avoidance areas would increase costs. 
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Page 116, Column 1,Insert This Paragraph Before Paragraph 4 

Off-road vehicle use within sedimentary breaks and riparian areas could result in increased 
sedimentation of adjacent and downstream waterways due to increased soil erosion. 

Page 116, Column 1, Paragraph 5 

Opening 529.67 acres, currently withdrawn in the Sweet Grass Hills to location and entry under 
the mining laws, would be a commitment of that  mineral resource. 

Page 116, Column 1,Paragraph 6 

Off-road vehicle use of riparian areas and intensive use on 6 acres could create significant 
damage to vegetation in this area. 

Page 116, Column 1,Paragraphs 7 and 8 

Sedimentary breaks soils and glaciated prairie drainage soils could be significantly damaged by 
off-road vehicle use. Even limited off-road vehicle use on fragile soils would generally cause a 
drastic reduction in soil productivity and values. Locally significant damage to riparian soils 
could occur from off-road vehicle damage to streambanks and resultant increased wind and 
water erosion. 

Locally significant soils damages would occur from right-of-way facilities construction- 
maintenance in high erosion susceptible areas, such as: shallow soils; slopes greater than 25%; 
sparse native vegetation; and slumping and mass wasting areas. 

Page 116, Column 1,Insert This Paragraph Before Paragraph 9 

Off-road vehicle use within sedimentary breaks and riparian areas could result in increased 
sedimentation of adjacent and downstream waterways due to increased soil erosion. 

Page 116, Column 1, Paragraph 10 

Permitting locatable mineral exploration and development on 529.67 acres of currently with- 
drawn area in the Sweet Grass Hills would be a commitment of that mineral resource. 

Page 116, Column 2, Paragraph 1 

Off-road vehicle use of riparian areas and intensive use on 20 acres could create significant 
damage to vegetation in this area. 

Page 116, Column 2, Paragraph 3 

Location of right-of-way facilities could result in locally significant impacts on sites which are 
not mitigatable. 

Page 116, Column 2, Paragraph 5, Delete This Paragraph and Minerals Heading Above 

Page 116, Column 2, Delete Paragraph 6 With Vegetation Heading Above 

Page 116, Column 2, Paragraph 8 

Location of right-of-way facilities could result in locally significant impacts on sites which are 
not mi tiga table. 

Page 116,Column 2, Paragraph 10 

Permitting locatable mineral exploration and development on 529.67 acres of currently with- 
drawn area in the Sweet Grass Hills would be a commitment of that mineral resource. 

Page 116, Column 2, Delete Paragraph 11With Vegetation Heading Above 
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